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commercial list, which cannot be done in vacation. There 
might, therefore, well have been no commercial causes at all in 
the list for trial at the beginning of the Sittings without the fact 
being in any way indicative of a decline in the number of such 
causes. 





In THE course of the hearing on Wednesday of an application 


for a compulsory winding up, where the petitioners were content | P 


to take a supervision order, it was suggested that the petition 
might have tobe re-advertised. Vavenan Wriitiams, J., said 
that it would be better to issue another advertisement, stating 
that a supervision order was to be asked for. There were not 
now the same reasons for requiring re-advertisement as existed 
when the provisions of the panies Act, 1890, as to public 
examination were effective. Since the decision of the House of 





Lords in Ex parte Bowes ( 896, A. OU, 146), iio orders for public | 
examination had been made, and the practice as to re-advertising 
required to be reconsidered. =~ ies a 





We rrint elsewhere a set of rules made under the Life 
Assurance Companies (Payment into Court) Act, 1896, which are 
to be known as R. 8. O. ord. 54 c. They are identical with the 
temporary rules issued as urgent on the 29th of July. They 
specify the matters which are to be contained in the affidavit 
made on behalf of a life assurance company on paying into 
court money in respect of which no sufficient discharge can 
otherwise be obtained, and provide for payment out on the 
application of a person establishing his title. The application 
is to be by petition to the Chancery Division or, where the 
amount does not exceed £1,000, by summons. The petition or 
summons is not to be served on the company unless the court or a 
7, judge so directs, or unless the applicant asks for costs against 


& the company. 





We atso print an alteration which has been effected in 
Ord. 16, r. 1, in pursuance of a draft alteration published last 
August. The object of it is to get rid of the decision of the House 
of Lords in Smurthwaite v. Hannay (48 W.R. 113; 1894, A. O. 
494), which prevented different plaintiffs from being joined in the 
same action unless they were suing in respect of the same cause 
of action. It will be sufficient in future that the relief claimed 
by the various plaintiffs is claimed in respect of the same 
transaction or Series of transactions. We have already ex- 
p our opinion that the word “‘ transaction ” is insufficient, 
and that the rule should have included also ‘‘ occurrence” or 
“event.” No change, however, has been made in the draft, 
and it is to be hoped that the courts will give the rule a liberal 
interpretation. 





Wirn THE present sittings there comes into practical opera- 
tion an enactment to which we several times drew attention while 
it was before Parliament, and which we think we truly described 


as one of the most singular products of our times. The Vexatious 


Actions Act, 1896, entrusts the Attorney-General with the power 
of applying to the court for a muzzling order against a vexatious 
litigant. What are we to think of the extraordinary power 
which has thus been entrusted to the Janus of the Law Courts? 
At his own discretion, he applies, apparently ¢x parte, to the 
High Court for an order excluding counsel, solicitors, and liti- 
gants from her Majesty’s courts. Although they may have to 
move at the sitting of the court, or although their case may be 
called on at any moment, they must stand outside until Janus 
chooses to unlock the door, when they can make their apologies 


to the court for their tardy appearance. This high-handed 
iece wy! officialism runs dangerously near to ae of 





Tue ist of effective causes set down for hearing for the 
coming session in the House of Lords is of about the usual 
length. There are twelve lish and four Scotdh -w ; 
The ion of English to cases also maintains the 
usual proportion of about three to one. There are two or three 





li v. Countess Russell was before a very large - 
aber of tie legal members of the House, and we shall’ = 
have shortly, no doubt, an authoritative and exhaustive il 
definition of legal cruelty. The case of Salomon v. Salomon” Seal 
will settle the question of so-called ‘‘one man” companies, “nd 
while Welton v. Saffery will deal with the vexed question ie 
shares “issued at a discount” where the company’s articles’ - so 

urported to give power to issue such shares. Of the causes : 
about to be argued (which, in the - of this Bee of 
may be referred to without impropriety), Brunning v. : 
va @ question of shating’ wader e Statute of Frauds,’ Pre 
In Government Stocks Investment Co. v. Manila Railway Oo, It | 
the interesting point as to priority of bonds over deben- ales 
tures will arise, these debentures being issued “ by way of che 
floating security” and subject to certain conditions, and in” 
Clutton v. Attenborough section 7 (3) of the Bills of Exchange” 1 
Act, 1882, dealing with the already well-worn topic of “ fictitious) 
or non-existing person” will be again considered. The House g 7 = 
will sit to hear appeals on the 12th of November. ‘he 
rum 
. ee ‘ , : the 
On THe last day of the vacation sittings in Queen’s Bench we 
Chambers Mr. Justice Cave broke the record established by Mr, | ase 
Justice Hawxmys on the 30th September, 1895. On the occasion by | 
last referred to we called attention (Soicrrors’ Journat, Vol. 39, emy 
p. 787) to Mr. Justice Hawxrns’ achievement, he having on that the 
day disposed of 90 applications and appeals during a sitting of 14th 
seven hours, without any adjournment. On the 20th instant, Mr, lang 
Justice Cave disposed of 100 applications in Judges’ Chambers in. abe 
four hours—two hours before lunch and two hours after. Of these tion 
applications 41 were counsel summonses, 32 non-counsel sum~ and 
monses, and the remainder ¢x-parte applications. If we allow 21 be | 
minutes for the 27 ex-parte applications, there remain 219 minutes sect: 





for the dis of the 73 opposed applications, or, in other words, Tha 
precisely three minutes each. . Justice Hawks’ average’ vehi 
was good, and his seven hours’ sitting without adjournment was j acco 
a great feat for an octogenarian, but his record has been beaten.§ 7 men 
Borrowing a hint from our cricket returns, we may state the’ quet 
result as follows :— trav 
Weuhes of Time Ayenge per that 
Cavez, J. 100 4 hours. 2m, 24 sec. y grea 
Hawkins, J. 90 7 hours. 4m. 40sec. © _ 
It is, unfortunately, ieupessiile to add to the above return @ ; f 
fourth column—viz., ‘‘ Number of appeals from decisions thus pm 
given.” It might be most instructive. a. 
“— 
Tue First pay of the Michaelmas Sittings has again come oy 
and gone—this year without any of the judges sitting. The - 
procession, which, with the actual beginning of the sittings) Stra 
was postponed until Monday, did not quite come up to —* cta- of ke 
tion. The mode of locomotion was not up to date. In Pzpys’ ait 
time their lordships rode on horseback. For many years they the 
have reached the courts in carriages and cabs, but as some ¢ \ ih 
them were known to have been spending their vacation img | ;, 7, 
learning to ride the bicycle, it had been hoped that this method | 4:14 
of conveyance was to receive judicial sanction. One ve Ret : 
learned and athletic judge of the Chancery Division is quite (2) u 
skilled enough as a bicyclist to have done great credit to thé urp 
bench in a race along the Strand, but his pace was probably Pon 
considered too great for some of the Common Law judges, wh alewe 
do not hanker after a violent death on the road. This mayg { ,.., 
possibly have been a disappointment to, and may have pro 
voked a little murmuring from, the Chancery judges, and it ma} 
be that by way of consolation they were allowed to conform them-} B 
selves to the usages of their Common Law brethren, and to appe ‘ 
in pink—no, we mean scarlet and ermine, instead of in black + 
gold-laced robes, on the of which they are some an 
times taken pains promotion) for lords justices. The figw rage 
at the head of the procession reminded one of a description im 
Count Moxrxe’s letters to his wife: ‘‘ Very peculiar did Le nh 
Cranworts, the Lord Chancellor, look in his wig and heavily: 
ilt embroidered black gown, carrying in front of him, aft bei 
e manner of a reticule, an immense portfolio of red vel , Ma 





‘cases standing for judgment of great public interest. Zarl 


emblazoned with the Royal Arms. He marched like a prisoz 
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sentenced to death, between two attendants in scarlet coats, 
each of whom carried a golden mace, a weapon which, abl. 
handled, could fell a more powerful adversary than the learn 
lord.”” The Lord Chief Justice (owing to a family bereavement) 
took no part in the procession, and several of the Queen’s Bench 
judges were also conspicuous by their absence. Someone - 
gested that they had stayed away because there were not eno 
scarlet robes to go round. The two law officers failed to put 
in appearance, but there was the usual shivering multitude 
of ‘‘silks” in silk stockings. The junior bar was of course 
resent in force. There was very little = perhaps 
acca no new judge has been made since the procession. 
If it had not been for the scarlet robes the on —_— 
ving no ty 


almost have been described as rather—well, as 
about it. 

Tue Locomotives on Highwaya Act,1896, will come into 
operation on the 14th of November next, and no doubt immediate 
advantage will be taken of its provisions by the possessors of 
the vehicles generally known as motor-cars—in fact, we hear 
rumours that a large meet of those vehicles will take place on 
the day in question in the centre of the metropolis. Meanwhile, 
we await with some anxiety the regulations with respect to the 
use of these ‘‘light locomotives” (as those vehicles are termed 
by the Legislature), which the Local Government Board are 
empowered by the Act to make. It is not to be sup that 
the issue of these regulations will be ed until after the 
14th proximo, or that they will not be made at all; but the 
language of the Act does not seem to lay upon the Board an 
absolute obligation to make them, They “‘ may make regula- 
tions with respect to the use of light locomotives on highways, 
and their construction and the conditions under which they may 
be used.” The necessity for such regulations is obvious, and 
section 2 of the Act clearly contemplates that they will be made. 
That section provides for the carrying of lems upon these 
vehicles, ‘“‘so constructed and pl as to exhibit a light in 





I~ 


>ment Board.” In section 4, which deals with the serious 
question of the speed at which the light locomotive may 
travel, the words referring to the making of regulations on 
to be not 
Tess 


that subject are permissive only: the speed is to 
greater than fourteen miles an hour “or than any 


speed that may be prescribed by regulations of the Local 
Government Board.” It is obvious that regulations as to light- d 


ing and speed ought to be in force before the Act comes into 
operation, and it is probable that the Board will avail itself of 
e permission given by section 6, and that certain of their 
regulations will be of ‘‘a local nature and limited in their appli- 
cation to a particular area”’; this is especially desirable as to 
the permitted rate of speed, for speed which would be harmless 
in the centre of Dartmoor might be highly dangerous in the 
Strand. The regulations may also prohibit or restrict the use 
of locomotives for purposes of traction in crowded streets or in 
other places where such use may be attended with danger to 
the public. In the absence of the expected os a light 

| locomotive may be driven along the most crowded thoroughfares 
in London at the rate of fourteen miles an hour without let or 

| hindrance. It must, however, come within the terms of the 
Act: it must be (1) a vehicle propelled by mechanical power, 
(2) under three tons in weight unladen, (3) not used for the 
perneee of drawing more than one vehicle (such vehicle with its 
motive not to exceed four tons in weight), and (4) so con- 
structed that no smoke or visible va itted therefrom 


ur is emi 
4 except from any temporary or acci cause. 





By THE common consent of all civilized nations, the of 
an ambassador is inviolable, and he is not liable to the 
of any court—civil or criminal—of the country to which he is 
accredited. In England we have an express statutory enactment | 
to this effect. This is contained in 7 Anne, c. 12, which was 
passed because of the arrest for debt of the Russian Ambassador 


to this country. The Act provides that ‘‘ All writs and processes | i 
bassador 


se whereby the person of any Am y 


accordance with the regulations to be made by the Local Govern- | 4 


utterly null and void to all i constructions, and p 

whatsoever.” It has, however, been held by the best a ore 
ties that this statute is merely of the common law on 
the subject. The immunity enjoyed by the ambassador extends 
also to his family, servants, and suite. hang ta yee | 


arises the | fiction, to which public attention has been 
by the im ent of a Chinaman in the Chinese Embassy in 
London, t the residence of an ambassador is of the 


territory of the ign who is represented b t ambas-. 
“gear This ei srry pn an ambassador's residence 
is undoubtedly e 

but it seems foro go that for all 
of an ambassador is to be regarded as a 
this were so, a person could not be convicted pire cy he 
the French Embassy in London. But the law inly does 
not go as far as that. In 1867 a Russian, who was not a mem- 
ber of the ambassador’s suite, entered the Russian Embassy in 
Paris and stabbed one of the attachés. He was arrested by the 
ee ee the ordinary courts, in spite of a 
emand by the Russian Government that he should be sent for 
trial to R i Subsequently the Russian Government 
acknowledged that the authorities were right in the 
course they had taken. It seems, however, to be almost impos- 
sible to exactly define the limits of this doctrine, and the prece- 
dents are too few to establish a general rule. In the case of the 
Chinaman, bably no one will argue that the Chinese 
minister Lol one right whatever to imprison the man. 
Whether he was decoyed into the embassy, or taken in 
by force, or entered voluntarily, his impri ent was 
undoubtedly illegal. Imprisonment by the minister of a 
—— sovereign of one of his own suite would perhaps 
be egal, but it would be intolerable if an ambassador 
in London could imprison any other person, whether a British 
subject henge A foreigner is equally entitled with a 
British subject while in this country to protection from outrage. 
Admitting, therefore, that the Chinese minister was wrong, the 
uestion arises, How can such a wrong be rectified? By reason 
of the Statute of Anne, no writ of Habeas corpus issue, 
Probably the only way to have secured the release of the 
imprisoned man, if he had not been delivered up on demand, 
would have been for the Government to have sent police to 
remove him by force. The law courts would have been power- 


z 


1717 he was proved to the satisfaction 


conspiring to dethrone GeorgeI. The 
sent officers to the embassy, who entered 
ambassador’s pa and put him under 
saicistern to. Heaton “a time, except 
extreme step was justified under the circumstances 
measure of self-defence. 
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the matter to which it relates. So long as these notes are con- 
fined to.such a general statement as above mentioned, they may 
facilitate reference, but if they attempt to describe the effect of 
the dispositions they are apt to be misleading. So much for the 
interior of the copy. The back ought to contain a concise 
record of ali matters of importance with regard to the will ; but, 
before coming to this, let us enter a protest against the practice 
of heading the back with the date of probate instead of the 
date of the will. We have seen this done in many instances, 
and the result must be to give rise to frequent mistakes. We 
ought to have at the top the date of the will, and if there are 
any codicils, the dates of each in order ; and next, the statement, 
in a bold hand, of the testator’s full Christian and surnames. 
The indorsement ‘“‘ Mr. Smirn’s will,’’ which the articled clerk, 
having been told to “get out a copy of Mr. Surrn’s will,” 
naturally indorses (regulating his conduct with that strict regard 
to instructions which we all know is such a praiseworthy charac- 
teristic of his class) is not very informing; there are a good 
many Suits in the world. Wedo not remember to have ever 
seen the testator’s description reproduced on tie back of the 
copy of'a will for use in a solicitor’s office ; but we think it might 
im some cases be convenient to have it there. The brief size 
leaves a long space between the name of the testator and the 
name of the solicitor at the foot, and there should be inserted 
here— first, the date of the testator’s death, adding the 

of burial, where known; next, the date of probate, 
stating by whom and where the will was proved. If an exeoutor 
does not prove, state whether power was reserved for him to 
prove, or whether he renounced probate, and, if he was ap- 
pointed a trustee, the date of his disclaimer. It is usual also to 
state the amount on which duty was paid. It seems to us that 
it would be convenient to state the amounts and dates of pay- 
ment of succession and estate duty, with a reference to the 
Inland Revenue Office letter and number. These entries will 
— the first indorsements, which ought to be made in a 
legible hand, and not scribbled off in a hurry. Then, from 
time to time, there should be added on the back a note of the 
dates of.all material events in the administration of the estate, 
such as deaths of beneficiaries, appointments of new trustees of 
the will, appointments under powers given by the will, advance- 
ments to children, and the like. If this is done, the solicitor 
who has to speak or write on any matter relating to the will 
will have a ready means of ascertaining at a glance the state of 
the trust. It may be said that all this means the expenditure of 
a good deal of trouble and time in a busy solicitor’s office ; but 
in most cases this will be found to be amply repaid by the saving 
of trouble and time in hunting up details. Our apology to many 
readers to whom what we have said will convey no new sugges- 
tions is that we think we have observed an increasing laxity in 
the matter, owing, no doubt, to press of work. 





Sxverat cases have lately been reported of convictions for 
the very sorious offence commonly known as “blackmailing.” 
The chief provisions on this subject are found in sections 44, 
46, and 47 of the Larceny Act, 1861. By the first of these 
sections, it is a felony, punishable with penal servitude for life, 
to send a letter to any person demanding any money or other 

‘‘with menaces and without any reasonable and probable 
cause.” It has been argued that the word “menaces” in this 
section means threats to injure person or property, and whether 
this reading of the statute was right or not was for a long time 
doubtful. The point, however, was decided not long ago in the 
case of Reg. v. Tomlinson (43 W. R. 544; 1895, 1 Q. B. 706). 
In that case the prisoner was proved to have demanded money 
from the prosecutor, under the threat that, if the money was not 
paid, he would inform the wife of the prosecutor of alleged acts 
immorality between the prosecutor and another woman. 
er is not a threat to nag ory a crime, nor is it a threat to 

jure person or property; but the Oourt for Crown Cases 
Reserved held that the prisoner was rightly convicted of 
money with ‘‘ menaces,”’ and that the word includes 

‘threats of a danger by an accusation of misconduct, though 
of misconduct not amounting to a crime.” There has also been 
some doubt thrown upon the proper interpretation of the words 





& 


been made to induce the courte to hold that the words appl 
only to the accusation, not to the demand. It has been had, 
however, in Reg. v. Hemdien (1 ©. & K. 212), thet a person 
may be convicted under section who demands money under 
threats of accusing of misconduct, whether or not the utor 
is guilty of the misconduct. Sections 46 and 47 e ita 
felony, punishable with penal servitude for life, to accuse or 
threaten to accuse, either by letter or otherwise, any person of 
any crime punishable with death or with penal servitude for 
seven years, or of attempting to commit a rape, or of any 
infamous crime, with intent to extort any money or other pro- 
perty. Under these sections also it has been held that it is quite 
immaterial whether or not the threatened did actually 
commit the erime. In Reg. v. Richards (11 Cox 43) Buacksurn, 
J., said: “If the prisoner intended to extort money by threat- 
ening to make the accusation, he is equally guilty whether it was 
or was not true.” 





Ar THE opening of the Michaelmas Sittings the daily papers, 
in commenting on the commencement of the legal year, gene- 
rally furnish us with some unexpected item of information. 
This yeur the Standard tells us that “now that happily Mr. 
Justice Vaucnan Witti4ms is restored to health, the Judiciary 
will not be undermanned.” ‘We are glad to have this assur- 
ance; but unfortunately its accuracy is, to say the least, 
doubtful. We have already given expression to the universal 
satisfaction felt at the recovery of Mr. Justice Onartzs from 
his long illness, but the renewed illness of Lord Justice Kay 
still leaves ‘‘ the Judiciary undermanned.” 








THE LEGAL PROCEDURE OF THE FUTURE. 


Tre legal year opens with the barometer at “change,” and the 
legal profession is in a state of somewhat anxious watchfulness 
for the first indication of the tendency of impending develop- 
ments in procedure. Those who are responsible for the proper 
administration of civil law in this country have at present a 
superabundance of candid friends and self-constituted advisers, 
and it must be confessed that their position is a difficult one. 
They are face to face with a strong demand for a more rapid 
and economical system of administering justice. They are told 
that their Acts of Parliament, Rules of Court, and official regula- 
tions are altogether too numerous and intricate, and that they 
ought to sweep them away, and in place of the complicated 
system which exists under them, ought to establish some new 
method which is at once swift and cheap. The lay press takes 
every opportunity of informing the public that our 1 

machinery is antiquated, and no longer responds to the require- 
ments of business men. The cry, in fact, is going up for less 
form and more speed. The public, we are told, do not want to 
be dragged through the forms of a legal procedure whenever 
they ask for justice. The lay writer on law is apt to conjure up 


to a dispute are promptly ushered in before the judge and there 


his mind, he sighs after a like simple method of ini 
the law in this country, quite forgetting that we have thirty 
millions of people ‘ within the jurisdiction” and should require 
at least one judge in every town. 

Our legal authorities have shewn v 
neither blind to the needs of the public, nor deaf to the 


Considerable changes have been made in procedure during the 


changes. But we shall be greatly surprised if any response is 
made to the demands for sweeping Pee see 


ledge of what legal procedure is, or how, or why, we have 
Gastens possessed of a somewhat complicated system of legal 


if we do but possess a sufficiently deep ignorance of 
and working, it is no less oe 





“without any reasonable or probable cause,” and attempts have 





in imagination an ideal system of justice under which the parties — 
and then treated to summary justice. With this picture before 


clearly that they are — 
demands for change so constantly reiterated in the press. — 
last few years, and we are probably on the eve of further — 
ental alterations, put | 
forward for the most part by persons who have no real know- © 
ure, or what difficulties lie in the path of the reformer. © 
t is always easy to generalise on the defects of a system, and 

its detail 

sweep- 


ing improvements, and invest in the eyes of the uninitiated 
with the charm of apparent feasibility. 
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Our legal procedure has grown to its present proportions 
concurrently with the steadily increasing difficulties of meting 
out even-handed justice in accordance with the law to a vast 
population essing multifarious interests and occupations, 
and engaged with ever-increasing keenness in trade competi- 
tion, and speculations which are constantly increasing and 
varying in their direction and scope. There is no branch of 
legal procedure which has not been called into existence by the 
necessity of putting the court in possession of the truth, and 
the whole truth, of erm as Be re before it; and of 
guarding against its being mi y suppression of facts, or 
misrepresentation and fraud, or being made the tool of un- 
scrupulous litigants to hinder the course of justice by delay, or 
pervert it by collusion. So far as our existing procedure fulfils 
these p we cannot afford to part with any of it. 

It is no doubt true that our legal procedure is capable of 
improvement. We freely admit that it possesses complications 
and obscurities which might with advantage be removed, and 
processes which might be made more simple and less expensive. 
The remarkable success of the Commercial Court, which hears 
cases in a summary way, has shewn that, for a certain class of 
cases, the formality of pleading may be dispensed with. It is 
more than probable that we are destined to see some extension of 
this system of summary trial, and so long as any new departure 
in this direction is accompanied by — safeguards designed 
to prevent the court from being deprived of pleadings in compli- 
cated cases, the change would be welcomed by the legal pro- 
fession as warmly as by the public. But this would not involve 
any sweeping alteration of existing procedure. The total 
number of actions commenced in the High Oourt does not 
average less than 70,000 per annum, while the Commercial Oourt 
has not hitherto disposed of more than 170 in a year. If an 
extension of the system at present applied to commercial causes 
were to result in doubling that number, the proportion of 
actions affected would still be small in relation to the total 
number commenced. Moreover the influence of such a 
on procedure generally would be absolutely trifling, because in 
dealing with commercial causes the judge retains the right— 
and frequently exercises it—to refuse to put an action in the 
commercial list, and to order it to proceed to trial with pleadings 
in the ordinary way. 

We have expressed ourselves sceptical as to the advent of any 
fundamental changes in legal procedure. The more closely the 
structure of that procedure is examined, and the probable effect 
of the various proposals for its alteration studied, the more 
apparent does it become that, while there is room for much 
improvement and simplification in several directions, anything 
approaching to wholesale demolition of any of its numerous 
branches would inflict a serious injury on the administration of 
justice, and would therefore be highly detrimental to the 
interests of the public. We have little doubt, therefore, that 
the expectations which have been expressed of great coming 
changes are likely to be — The “legal procedure 
of the future” will probably be the procedure of the present, 
with, we hope, its obscurities removed and its provisions 
improved in the direction of rendering litigation more ex- 

itious and less costly. 


TRUST INVESTMENTS. 


Tue great increase of capital of recent years, with its propor- 
tionate increase of trust funds, and the variety of securities 
which have been created, naturally make the subject of trust 
investments one of continual interest and of no small difficulty. 
A considerable step in the direction of putting the matter on a 


satisfactory basis was taken by the prem Fathng Trust Invest- | po 


ment Act, 1889, now incorporated in the Act, 1893, but 


this by no means obviates further discussion, and the In - | i 
ated pan ; ch 


Society at the Birmingham meeting shewed their 
appreciation of the importance of the question by passing a 
resolution calling upon the Council to take into consideration the 
subject of investments by trustees with a view to their extension 
and assimilation. 

In all cases, of course, the securities which are open to 
trustees must depend, in the first, instance, on the terms of the 


instrument creating the trust, but in the absence of an invest- 
ment clause it was formerly the rule that trustees ought to invest 
the trust funds in Consols ( Robinsonv. Robinson, 1 D. M. & G. p. 255). 
The firet extension of this rule was made by Lord St. Leonards’ 
Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35), which, by section 32, authorized 


unless expressly by the trust instrument, to invest in 

securities in the United or on English or Irish bank 
stock, on on East India By 30 & 31 Vict. c. 132, East 
India stock was in to include created subse- 


+ 22 & 28 Vict. c. 35, and the itan Board of 
orks (Loans) Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 47), made Metro- 
politan Oonsolidated stock a trust investment. But, prior to 
these last two Acts, the Legislature had, by 23 & 24 Vict. o. 38, 
introduced the expedient of enabling the Chancery judges to 
make orders ifying such securities as were proper for the 
investment of funds in court, and of at the same time includi 
securities so specified as trust investments. In pursuance 
this enactment, orders were from time to time made, and the 
existing order, which dates from 1888, is contained in R. 8. O, 
ord. 22, r. 17. Speaki y, this order directs that cash 
under the control of the court may be invested in (1) Govern- 
ment securities ; (2) bank stock ; (8) Indian Government stock ; 
(4) Indian guaranteed railway stocks not liable to redemption 
within ro 9 Pee of the investment z (5) erie mang 
guaran y the Imperial Government ; (6) mortgages - 
hold and copyhold property in a. xenon Wales ; (7) Metro- 
politan Oonsoli stock ; (8) de , preference, guaran- 
teed, or rent-charge stocks of railways in Great Britain or 
Ireland which have for ten years before the investment paid a 
dividend on the ordi stock; and (9) nominal debentures or 
nominal debenture under the Local Loans Act, 1875, not 
liable to be redeemed within fifteen years of the investment. 
For the purpose of trust investments this order is almost 
superseded by the provisions of section 1 of the Trustee Act, 
1893. The last of the fifteen phs of the section pur- 
ports to sweep in, indeed, all the securities authorized by the 
order, but with certain me (to be referred to 
seatly) those securities are y included in the securities 
expressiy authorized by the Act. For the sake of clearness it 
will be convenient to enumerate the latter securities, denoting 
them by the letter attached to them in the section and describing 
them as briefly as possible. They are: («) Government securi- 
ties; (+) real securities in Great Britain or Ireland; (¢) 
English or Irish bank stock ; (¢) Indian Government securities ; 
(e) securities the interest of which is guaranteed by Parlia- 
ment ; (/) Me litan or London County Oouncil Stock ; (g) 
debenture, ren guaranteed or preference stock of any 
railway in Great Britain or Ireland, incorporated by 78 2° 
of Parliament, and having for each of the ten years before the 
investment paid oe ge pt a 3 pdb 
ordinary stock ; (4) the stoc any railway or compan: 
whose und ing is leased in perpetuity or for two hundred 
years at least at a fixed rental to any railway company satisfying 
the conditions of (g); (#) debenture stock ‘of 
the interest of which is guaranteed by the Indian Government ; 
(j) certain specified securities created by the Indian Govern- 
ment on the purchase of railways; (#) the stock of 
railway upon which a fixed or minimum dividend in sterling is 
guaranteed by the Indian ernment ; (/) debenture, 


guar- 
anteed or preference stock of water companies in Great Britain 
or ireland, ncororaied. special Act of Parliament or 
Royal Charter, havin each of the ten years before the 


investment paid a divid of 5 per cent. on the ordinary stock ; 
(m) nominal or 
with a populati 





| 


two items—viz., railway debenture and A asogy 4 stock 
debenture stock issued under the Local Act, In 
respect of the former item, the extension consists in the fact that 
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under the order it is sufficient if the railway has for ten years 
——. dividend at all; while under the Act there must have 
a dividend of at least 3 per cent. It has been sometimes 
suggested that the express enactment in the Act ought to be 
taken as overriding the order; but this suggestion has not been 
in practice, and railway debenture and preference 
stocks have been adopted as proper trust investments, provided 
the railway satisfies the easier requirement of the order. It is 
inconvenient, however, that there should be such a discrepancy, 
and in any fresh legislation the requirement of a 3 per cent. 
dividend should be abolished. In respect of securities issued 
under the Local Loans Act, 1875, also, the order is more ex- 
tensive than the provision (m) of the Act relating to corporation 
stock. Under the Act stock issued bya borough is only allowed 
as a trust investment if the borough has a population exceeding 
50,000 ; but under the order there is no such limit, and deben- 
tures or debenture stock issued under the Local Loans Act by 
small boroughs or by any local authority, although not the 
corporation of a borough or a county council, are eligible as 
trust investments, provided the stock is not liable to be redeemed 
within fifteen years from the date of the investment. Here, too, 
the Act should be amended so as to get rid of the limit of popu- 
lation, and make the specific provision of the Act accord with 
the order of court. The Act might also be simplified by getting 
rid of the population limit in the case of stock issued by water 
commissioners incorporated by Act of Parliament. 

It seems impossible, however, so to alter the provisions 
authorizing specific classes of securities as to avoid the necessity 
for obtaining evidence as to the nature of the particular invest- 
ment, and this may sometimes be a matter of difficulty. Even 
if the minimum dividend of 3 per cent. on ordinary railway stock 
be expressly abolished, it will still be necessary to retain the 
requirement that some dividend shall have been made. Other- 
wise there would be no guarantee that the debenture or 
preference stock might not be in the same unsatisfactory 
condition, and then it would be obviously unsuitable for trust 
investments. It will be remembered that the operation of the 
order was illustrated at the beginning of 1894, when the Man- 
chester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway failed to pay a 
dividend on its ordinary stock, with the result that its debenture 
and preference stocks ceased to be qualified as trust investments. 
Strict proof that a railway company has actually paid a 
dividend for the prescribed period it would be difficult fora 
trustee to procure, and yet according to the words of 
the Act the burden of proof seems to be thrown on him 
should he be called upon to justify the investment. Probably 
the courts would be satisfied if he had acted upon any evidence, 
such as the statement of an officer of the company, which would 
lead to a reasonable belief that a dividend had been paid; but 
in any redrafting of the statutory provisions the point should be 
attended to, and the Legislature should specify the evidence 
which trustees may be ted to procure. Moreover the pay- 
ment of a dividend is by no means the only fact of which 
trustees have to satisfy themselves before they can be certain 
that any icular investment falls within its proper class of 
authorized investments. Difficulties arise, for instance, in deter- 
mining whether a railway is leased in perpetuity or at a fixed 
rental, and in determining what is the ‘‘ ordinary stock” upon 
which a dividend is to be paid. All such difficulties would be 
avoided if the duty of preparing a list of trust investments in 
accordance with the law for the time being in force was entrusted 
to some public body. Probably the most suitable would be the 
Committee of the Stock Exchange. 

In selecting any investment which primd facie falls within the 
authorized list, it always has to be considered whether the 
security is redeemable, and, if so, whether this quality affects it 
asa trust investment. We have already noticed the provision 
on this point contained in ord. 22, r. 17, in respect of securities 
issued under the Local Loans Act. Such securities are not 
allowed at all under the order if they are redeemable within 
fifteen years of thé date of the investment. The policy of the 
Trustee Act is more liberal. As to the authorized investments 
generally, it is provided, by section 2, that a trustee may invest in 
them notwithstanding that they are redeemable and that the 

ice exceeds the redemption value, but a special proviso is 
appended with respect to securities falling within classes (g), (#), 





(k), (2, and (m)—that is, British and Indian railway securities, 
and securities of water companies and of municipal corporations 
and county councils. If these are liable to be redeemed within 
fifteen years, trustees are not debarred absolutely from taking 
them, but they must not purchase them at a price exceeding 
the redemption value; and in any case trustees must not pur- 
chase such redeemable securities at a price exceeding 15 per 
cent. above the redemption value. 

Some suggestions have been made above with a view to 
assimilating the powers of investment under ord. 22, r. 17, with 
those under the Trustee Act, and saving trustees from the obliga- 
tion of inquiring whether any particular investment fulfils the 
requirements of the law. Proposals have from time to time 
been made also for the extension of the authorized list to new 
securities. There are many undertakings of a public nature in 
this country which are now forbidden to trustees. Of these 
Lord Macwacuren has taken dock and harbour trusts under his 
protection, and has several times introduced a Bill to enable 
trustees to invest in securities forming a first charge on such 
undertakings, provided the returns of such undertakin 
satisfy certain conditions. A certificate signed by 
chairman and secretary that the conditions have been 
fulfilled was to be conclusive evidence in favour of 
trustees, and in this way it was proposed to meet one 
of the difficulties adverted to above. But the most im t 
securities which it has been proposed to include in the authorized 
list are the stocks of Colonial governments. There is no doubt 
that in general the inscribed stocks of such governments form 
eligible investments, and their inelusion would be beneficial 
alike to trust estates here and to the colonies. Accordingly 

for this purpose have on several occasions been before 
Pasi ment, and it can hardly be doubted that the desired ex- 
tension will before long be made. The point which has hitherto 
postponed it seems to have been the difficulty of deciding 
whether the credit of any particular colony was such as to 
permit of its stocks being placed in the privileged list. Sug- 
gestions have been made for applying an automatic test, 
depending either on the price of the stock for the time being, 
or the annual return to the investor—that four per cent. stock, 
for instance, must be quoted at least at 105, or that the return 
on the purchase money should not exceed by more than one 
per cent. the réturn yielded by consols. Some such test it 
will probably be necessary to impose, but it is clear that under 
proper conditions Colonial stocks ought to be allowed as trust 
investments. 








THE NEW JUDICIAL STATISTICS. 


Tue volume of civil judicial statistics which has just been 
issued as a Parliamentary paper under the editorship of Master 
Macpoyz11, forms a new d ein the preparation of these 
annual returns. In 1894 the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Hzr- 
SCHELL, appointed a committee, consisting of Mr. Cuuncu, chief 
clerk, Mr. istrar CLowxs, Mr. Registrar Owzn, and Master 
MAcpoNELL, to inquire into the state of the civil judicial 
statistics with a view to their improvement. 
from the report of this committee, printed as an appendix to the 
present volume (p. 239), it appears that the committee recom- 
mended alterations in the preparation of the returns, so as to 
secure ter uniformity and completeness, and special stress 
was laid upon the necessity of improving the introduction, so as 
make it a concise summary of the returns with such comments 
as would enable the reader to understand them. The returns 
are prepared in order that certain generel conclusions 
may be drawn as to the whole volume of litigation 
pe f its results, and as to whether, in particular courts, 
it is increasing or decreasing, and their utility is greatly 
enhanced if the editor himself? undertakes the duty of sum- 
marising the returns at ees out their significance. The 
committee also suggested that diagrams and maps should 
be inserted, as in the French and Italian statistics, to shew 
the fluctuations in writs and plaints, &c., and that the facts 
relating to anon should be compared with population and 
growth of wealth. These suggestions have been carried out 
by Master Macpowet. with great industry and ability. So far 


From the extracts | 

















ties, 
‘ions 
thin 
cing 
ding 
pur- 
} per 


y to 
with 
liga- 

the 
time 
new 
re in 
hese 
r his 
able 
such 
ings 

the 
been 


one 
rtant 
rized 
loubt 
form 
ficial 
ingly 
efore 
d ex- 
herto 
iding 
as to 
Sug- 
test, 
eing, 
stock, 
eturn 
n one 
est it 
under 
trust 


been 
[aster 
these 


, chief 
aster 
idicial 
‘tracts 
to the 
recom- 


stress 








Oct. 31, 1896. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Voi. al.} 7 








as the actual returns, indeed, are concerned, it has not been 
possible yet to give full effect to them. The present 
returns, which have been unavoidably delayed in publication, 
relate to the year 1894, and the materials on which they are 
founded are antecedent to the committee’s Only in the 
returns for 1896 and 1897 will it be possible, it seems, to secure 
the greater uniformity and completeness which are being aimed 
at. But upon the materials at his disposal Master Macponzi. 
has gone to work in the spirit of the recommendations of the 
committee, and he has produced an introduction which is at once 
elaborate and clear. He has illustrated it also by a series of 
diagrams in which the results are compared with social and 
economic fi in a manner sufficient to satisfy the most 
ardent advocate of this sort of graphic aid. 

With Mr. Macponetx’s introduction to the Civil Judicial 
Statistics, as well as with the statistics themselves, we hope to 
deal more fully on a subsequent occasion, but there are certain 
general results which may conveniently be noted. In the 
appellate courts—that is, the Privy Council, the House of Lords, 
the Court of Appeal, and the High Court sitting as a court of 
appeal from inferior courts—the total number of i 
begun in 1894 was 1,167, exactly the same as the annual average 
for the years 1890 to 1894; the proceedings begun in the High 
Court were 83,828, a decrease of 440 on the same annual 
average ; and all other proceedings in courts of first instance, 
including county courts, were 1,210,156, an increase of 85,646 
on the average. Master Macponztt observes that the course of 
litigation in the High Court is different from that in the county 
courts, and that the difference has become most marked since 
1866-67, In the county courtsit is on the whole steadily increasing, 
while in the High Court it is decreasing. Moreover the fluctua- 
tions in the litigation within the two jurisdictions takes place 
under different external conditions. An increase in business in 
the High Court takes place chiefly in times of prosperity. In 
general it nearly coincides with or follows a large volume of 
exports and imports, cheap food, a high marriage rate, and a 
decrease in the number of persons receiving poor relief. In 
other words, High Court litigation is a luxury to be indulged in 
only when people can afford it.. The majority of cases in county 
courts, on the other hand, are debt-collecting cases—plaints in 
respect of tradesmen’s bills, gmall sums due for rent, wages, &c. 
—and such cases multiply when times are bad. 

House of Lords appeals present the singular feature that 
Seotch appeals shew a great preponderance in proportion 
to population. For the last thirty-seven years the total 
number of appeals from England and Wales has been 
1,244, from tland 823, and from Ireland 163. The 
contrast between these figures and the relative populations 
of the countries will be at once perceived. The figures 
shewing the percentage of affirmations to the total appeals are 
curious. In the House of Lords the percentage in English 
appeals for 1893-4 was 65°6, in the Court of Appeal for 1894 it 
was 61, but the percentage was higher in the case of applica- 
tions for new trials. Of these 71 per cent. were dismissed. 
In the foregoing appeals the chances are thus strongly against 
the appellant, but the reverse is the case with admiralty and 
bankruptcy appeals from county courts. In the former the 
affirmations for 1891-4 were only 27:2 per cent., in the latter 
41:2. The returns for county court appeals in other cases are 
not complete, but the affirmations appear to have increased from 
32 per cent. in 1876-80 to 65 per cent. in 181-94, 

In the Chancery Division the great feature of recent 
years has been the rapid increase in origineting summonses, 
but the total proceedings have shewn a tendency to decline. 
The decrease of business in the Queen’s Bench Division 
has been more pronounced. Master Macpone.t observes, 
however, that in the High Court the proportion of cases 
in which a substantial point has to be tried is on the increase. 
But even so the chances are greatly on the plaintiff's side. 
In actions actually tried they are as three to one in his 
favour. In the county courts he is still better off. ‘‘ Through- 
out the years,” says Master Macponet, ‘‘to which the com- 
parative table relates, the judgments for defendants have never 
exceeded 3°6 per cent. of the whole, and they appear to 
be diminishing. This is due to the fact that a very large part 
of the business of the county courts is merely debt collecting— 





enforcing claims to which there is and can be no suggested 
defence.” 








THE INNER TEMPLE RECORDS. 


Tue Benchers of the Inner Temple have issued, in sumptuous form 
the first volume of what promises to be a valuable mine for the 
future historian of social life in England.* The records included in 
this volume extend from 1505 to 1603. There are references in these 
papers to still earlier rolls and records, extending probably over 150 
years, which, together with the chest which was constru to contain 
them, have disappeared. Mr. InpERWICcK, Q.C., who edits the volume, 
however, supplies in his introduction an admirably lucid sketch of the 
previous history of the two societies of the Temple. The lawyers 
originally came from Thavies Inn, Holborn, early in the reign of 
Edward III., and took a demise of the manor or place of the New 
Temple from the Knights Hospitallers. The separation of the Middle 
Temple from the Inner Temple occurred somewhere about the reign of 
Henry VI. Mr. Inperwick thinks it was quietly effected when the 
destruction wrought by Wat TyLer and his followers had com- 
pelled the rebuilding of the various houses. It is curious to learn 
that no deed of partition of pro between the two societies 
was executed until 1732. The church was always open to both 
societies, and the members, after the first separation, occupied the 
ges on the north and south sides of the church which they still 
retain. 


At the time when the records commence, the Temple was a suburb 
beyond the walls of the City. King’s Bench Walk, the church, hall, 
and trees of the Inner Temple are shown on the oldest known map 
of London, in the Bodleian Library, dated 1543. The hall was the 
ancient refectory of the Knights Templars, and was either thatched 
with reeds or covered with red tiles, and was approached by steps. 
The roof was reconstructed and the interior modernised, but it 
remained the hall of the Inn until the present structure was erected 
in 1866. Until 1560 the meat was served in the hall on platters and 
the drink in ashen cups, the hall being strewn with rushes and lighted 
by candles, except on special occasions, when torches were used. 

One of the most interesting features of the present volume is the 
identification which it affords of the period at which the line of 
division was drawn between barristers and attorneys. An order of 
23rd May, 1557 (p. 190), declares “ that henceforth there shall be no 
attorneys, nor other known to be a common solicitor of matters, 
admitted to this House without the assent and agreement of Parlia- 
ment”; and a month later (p. 192) it was ordered “that none 
attorney shall be admitted into any of the houses, and that in all 
admissions this condition shall be employed, that if he practise attor- 
neyship, then ipso facto to be dental and to have liberty to repair to 
the Inn of Chancery from whence he came, or to any other if he were 
of none before.” In 1574 it was again ordered (p. 277) that, “if any 
hereafter (admitted in court) practise as attorney or solicitor, they to 
be dismissed and expulsed out of their houses thereupon, except the 
persons that shall be solicitors shall also use the exercising of learning 
and mooting in the house, and so be allowed- by the Bench.” It is 
certainly curious that, after the lapse of 300 years, we seem to be 
likely to come back to the ancient practice in this respect. 

In 1591 there seems to have been considerable difftoulty about one 
BurGes, a member of the Inn, who had taken possession of a chamber 
and study, formerly occupied by GALE and CLARKE. These persons 
“made suit to remove BurceEs, because he was an attorney and from 
other causes,” but the Lord Chancellor requested the benchers to 
confirm the admittance of BurGes, and it was ordered that he should 
quietly have the said chamber and study. 


The records are full of quaint illustrations of the manners of the 
times. Naturally many of them relating to the dinners and refresh- 
ments of the members. In 1560 it was ordered that “if any gentle- 
man of this house, under the Bench, come into the buttery to eat or 
drink, except it be in case he bring a stranger in to drink, that then 
the party so offending shall forfeit for every time 3s. 4d.” In 1586 it 
was ordered (p. 340) that “there shall be in the kitchen but one 
undercook and three turn broaches (turnspits), and all women to be 
voided.” Events came vividly before one in these . Thus in 
1513 there is a memorandum of the death of Joun Hopy, second 
butler, “‘ within the Inn from the pestilence. And the great plague 
being at the time in London, therefore every everyone was di 
from commons at his pleasure.” It is impossible, however, to extract 
all the matter of interest in this volume; and we can only express the 
obligations the profession and the future historian are under to the 
benchers and Mr. InpERWICK for this admirably edited work. 





F, A. Inder- 


* A Calendar of the Inner Temple Records. Edited b; 
enry Sotheran 


wick, Q.C., one of the Masters of the Bench. Vol. 1. 
& Co,; Stevens & Haynes; Stevens & Sons, Limited. 
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REVIEWS. 
JURISPRUDENCE. 


A Frmst Book oF JURISPRUDENCE FOR STUDENTS OF THE CoMMON 
Law. By Sm FrReperIcK Potwtock, Bart., Barrister-at-Law, 
a Christi Professor of Jurisprudence in the University of 
Oxford. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 


A book on jurisprudence by Sir Frederick Pollock will naturally 
be read with interest. To most students of law jurisprudence implies 
an exact analysis of such ideas as law, right, duty, ownership, and so 
on, after the fashion of Austin, and of writers who have taken Austin 
for their authority. But Sir Frederick Pollock, it might safely be 
predicted, would have little affinity with the analytical school, and 
the present book shews that he hes struck out a path of his own. His 
object, indeed, is to deal with the general notions and principles 
underlying law—this is essential when the subject is jurisprudence— 
but to keep in touch throughout with law as it has been actually 
developed and as it now actually exists. In the opening chapter he 
treats of the nature and meaning of law, but the element of ‘‘ sanc- 
tion,” which with Austin is everything, is here quite subsidiary. 
Law consists of the body of rules by which the members of a State 
are in fact bound, whatever be the means by which they are bound. 
Sir Frederick Pollock neatly sums up the antithesis between himself 
and the analytical school in the sentence: ‘ Law is enforced by the 
State because it is law; it is not law merely because the State 
enforces it.” By adopting this principle something may be lost in 
definiteness, but an equivalent is gained in truth. The second 
chapter, under the heading of ‘‘ Justice According to Law,” attempts 
to make up for the initial want of definiteness in the conception of 
law by pointing out the practical differences between law and 
morality, and by fixing law with the normal and necessary marks of 
generality, equality, and certainty, this last mark requiring for its 
realization that law should be erected into ascience. The originality 
of Sir Frederick Pollock’s method is apparent again in chapter 3, 
on the subject matter of law, where, after discussing duties, rights, 
and wrongs as dependent on the main principles of law, he places 
under a te head those auxiliary rules which determine to whom 
rights are to be attributed and on whom duties are to be imposed. 
This subdivision of ‘‘ the law of title” as a distinct part of substan- 
tive law is interesting and instructive. There is also the farther 
head of the law of procedure, or, as it is frequently called, adjective 


we 

But we have not space to follow out the whole plan of Sir Frederick 
Pollock’s work. It is addressed, he himself says, to readers who 
have laid the foundation of a liberal education and are beginning the 

ial study of law. That it will be useful to a student at the 
outset of his legal studies, we are not prepared to say. Jurisprudence 
requires for its successful understanding a fair re of some 
es system of law, and English students should able to 

their jurisprudence both on English and on Roman law. Doubt- 
less Sir Frederick Pollock would agree with this, and his book is not 
likely to be of service save to somewhat advanced students. The 
treatment, for instance, of the relation of ownership to possession, 
and of possession as a root of title, in chapter 7—lucid and accu- 
rate as it is—presupposes a pretty clear understanding both of 
dominium and seisin, an understanding which only careful study can 
secure. Similar remarks seem to apply to the very suggestive treat- 
ment of negotiable instruments in chapter 8. 

Readers to whom the discussion of general notions and principles 
does not appeal will find matters of a more practical kind to interest 
them in Part II., on ‘* Legal Authorities and their Use.” It is 
usual in books on jurisprudence to explain the forms and sources 
of law, and so far Sir Frederick Pollock follows the accepted 
method; but he has conceived the happy idea of supplementing 
the account of the sources of law ty a short history of law 
reporting, and a discussion of the proper use of case law. 
In the chapter on law reports the student will find useful 
information as to the language of the earliest reports, and as to the 
manner in which the present system of reporting has been developed ; 
while in the chapter on case law and precedents the extent to 
which tribunals are bound by previous authorities is very usefully 
discussed. In particular it is shewn how the House of Lords does 
not hold itself free to overrule its own previous de.isions, while 
this course is deemed permissible both by the Privy Council here and 
by the Supreme Court of the United States. The part concludes 
with a chapter on ancient and modern statutes, including a state- 
ment of the present position of the question of codification. Part 
II. contains matter which cannot fail to be interesting to all 
lawyers. Part I. is meant for the scientific student of law, whether 
he is scientific under stress of examinations, or whether, in a more 
advanced stage, he aims at being scientific from choice, It constitutes 
@ new and important departure in the literature of jurisprudence, 
and will do much to substitute for Austin’s artificial version of the 
science a treatment more instructive and practical. 





THE LAW OF AGENCY. 


A Dicest or THE Law or AGcENcy. By WuiiAm BowsrTzap, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This a praiseworthy effort to systematize the English law of agency, 
and, as such, is to be commended. That it isnot wholly successful 
is matter for regret, as the author has evidently bestowed upon his 
Digest much thought and labour. The main defect of the work 


ore us is, in our opinion, its imperfect arrangement. Of this there : 
is indication in the very first chapter, which, though entitled | 
** Preliminary 


,” deals with matters of substantial importance which 
are in no sense preliminary. This chapter ought certainly, we think, 


to be reconstructed. We would suggest as a proper title of it, “Of q 


the Formation of the Contract of Agency,’’ grow under this heading, 
besides what is contained in Yeh 


advantage be given a more comprehensive title than it now bears, so 
as to comprise within its com the whole subject of Express and 
Implied Agency. Again 

Agents” should undoubtedly be collected in Chapter , including 
therein what now forms Article 5 of Chapter I. The exi i 
of space prevent a more elaborate criticism of the author’s method of 
arrangement, which, throughout the greater part of the work, and 
notably in the earlier part of it, demands considerable revision. We 
quite approve, however, of the sub-division into ‘‘ articles” of the 
eleven chapters of which the work consists. Such of these articles 
as we have perused are admirably expressed, while the illustrations 
appended thereto are, generally s , apt and to the point. 

In our opinion Chapters V. and VI., which deal respectively with 
the ‘* Authority of Agents” and ‘‘ Duties of Agents,” merit very high 
praise, especially where, at p. 68 et seq., and at p. 120 et. seq., 
implied authority and special duties of particular classes of agents are 
respectively summarised. We notice that in his, preface the author 
claims to have referred ‘‘ to practically all the reported cases i 
on the subject” in hand. This claim, however, is not sustain 


though, undoubtedly, most of the cases in point are given. For © 
instance, at p. 254, as authorities for the ee that a shipowner — 
ry pilot, reference should ~ 


is not liable for the negligence of a com: 
certainly have been e to The Hi (16 W. R. 998, L. R. 4, 
P. C. 511) and also The Hibernian (21 W. R. 276, L. R. 4 P. C. 511) 


and The Jona (L. R. 1, P. C. 426). 80, at p. 117, note (0), where the 
igested, no mention is made | 


law as to secret profits of promoters is 
of Albion-street Wire Uo. v. Martin (24 W, R. 134, 1 Oh. D. 580). 


The following cases ought also, we think, to find a place in 


Mr. Bowstead’s Digest—namely: Bank of Scotland v. Dominion 
Bank (1891, App. Cas. 592), Houldsworth v. City of Glasgow 
Bank (28 W. R. 677, 5 App. Cas. 317), Mackenzie v. British Linen 


Co, (29 W. R. 477, 6 App. Cas. 82), Bentinck v. London Joint- ~ 


Stock Bank (1893, 2 Ch. 120), London Joint-Stock Bank v. Simmons 
(41 W. R. 108; 1892, App. Cas. 201), Montgomerie v. United Kingdom 
Steamship Association Sag W. R. 351; 1891, 1 Q. B. 370), Redpath v. 
Wigg (14 W. R. 806, L. R. 1, Ex. 335), Northern Counties Inswrance 


Co. v. Whipp (32 W. R. 626, 26 Ch. D. 482), Ramsden v. Dyson (14 © 


W. R. 926, L. R. 1 H. L. 129), Walter v. James (19 W. R. 472, L. R. 
6, Ex. 124), Riding v. Smith (24 W. R. 487, L. R. 1 Ex. D. 91), Weir 
v. Bell (26 W. R. 746, 3 Ex. D. 238), Saffron Walden Building Society 
v. Rayner (18 W. R. 681, 14 Ch. D. 406), Williamson v. Hine (39 W. R. 
237 ; 1891, 1 Ch. 390), United Kingdom Mutual Steamship Association 
v. Neville (19 Q. B. D. 110), Willis v. B 
2Q. B. 324), Tatam v. Reeve (41 W. RB. 174; 1893, 1 Q. B. 44), St. 
Margaret's Burial Board v. Thompson 
445, 457), Sweeting v. Turner (20 W. R. 185, L. R. 7, Q. B. 310), 
Sheffield v. London Joint-Stock Bank (87 W. R. 33, 13 App. Cas, 333), 
and Schmaitz v. Avery (16 Q. B. 655), 


Prefixed to the text is an excellent Table of Contents, and also a 


Table of Cases, which, however, merely gives the names of the cases 
cited, their dates and the places where reported being mentioned in 


the notes scattered Tenet out the volume. The Appendix consists — 
5 


of the Factors Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 45). It might well have 


also comprised the Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c, 71), to | 


which, however, frequent reference is made in the text. The Index 
at the end of the volume is certainly of the full and comprehensive 
character claimed for it in the Preface, and occupies over fifty pages. 





COSTS. 
PRECEDENTS OF Bris or Costs IN THE CHANCERY, QUEEN’s BencH, 


Prouatre, Divorce, AND ApMiraLty Divisions or THE HIGH | 
Court or Justice IN Lunacy, ARBITRATIONS, BANKRUPTCY, | 
Companies’ Winpinc-up, Tue Mayor’s Court, Lonpon, THE © 


County Courts, THE Privy Councit, CONVEYANCING, PRoBaTE, 
AND ADMINISTRATION, AND ON Passinc REstpUARY AND SUCCESs 


Article 1, all that relates to the requisites — 
of the contract, including the mutual assent of the parties, the ~ 
capacity to contract, and the consideration for the contract. Then ~ 
Chapter II. (Implied Agency of Married Women, &c.) might with — 


in, that relates to the “ apse of 


(40 W. R. 577; 1892, 
(19 W. R. 892, L. R. 6, C. P. 
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sioN INLAND REVENUE AccouNTs, WITH SCALES OF ALLOWANCES 
anp Court Fees, Rutes or Court RELATING TO Costs, DiREc- 
TIONS FOR TAXING, AND Forms or Avripavits Or INCREASE 
AND OF OBJECTION TO TAXATION. By WiLLIAM FRANK SUMMER- 
HAyYs, Solicitor, and THornton Tooacdop, Solicitor. SrEvENTH 


EpiTion. By THornton Goopwoon, Solicitor, THomas CHARLES 
SumMERHAYs, Solicitor, and C. Gitpert Barser, Solicitor, 
Honours. 1894, Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Not much more than the rather voluminous title-page is necessary 
in the shape of statement of the contents of this work. In the present 
edition, however, the editors have remodelled and enlarged the 
precedents of costs in lunacy; precedents in proceedings under the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, have been added ; and the precedents in com- 

ies’ winding-up have been transferred to a separate division. In all 
the sections of the work there has been an energetic revision. The 
authors point out that in probate and administration the Finance Act, 
1894, has thrown on the practitioners much extra work; and they 
submit that the fee for probate or administration should be calculated 
on the whole estate, and not only on the personalty ; but they add 
that it is believed that the Registrars have not yet officially considered 
the matter. The book is invaluable to solicitors. 


ROMAN LAW, 


Tue History or Roman Law (translated with the Author's per- 
mission), from the Text of Ortolan’s “ Histoire de la Législation 
Romaine et Généralisation du Droit.” By Inrupus T. Pricnarp 
and Davip Nasmitu, Barristers-at-Law. Seconp Epirion by 
Joun CuT.er, B.A., Barrister-at-Law, Professor of Law at King’s 
College, London, Butterworth & Co. 


Ortolan’s well-known work on Roman Law consists of two parts. 
The main part comprises the Institutes of Justinian, with elaborate 
commentaries, and forms Volume II. The first volume contains a 
history of the law and a general statement of its principles. It is this 
part which Messrs. Prichard and Nasmyth translated in 1871, and a 
new and revised edition of their translation has now been issued by 
Prof. Cutler. In spite of the interest which has been taken of recent 

ears in the study of Roman Law, we are not aware that anything has 
= published in English which gives so vivid a presentation of the 
history of the law, and of much that is interesting in connection with 
its formation as Ortolan’s Introduction. In particular it is extremely 
useful for students who wish to get a correct idea of the position and 
writings of the jurists, and of the manner in which Justinian’s Corpus 
Juris Civilis—the Institutes, the Digest, and the Code—was formed. 
We shall, perhaps, be forgiven for expressing the opinion that the 
work reads best in the original: There is a vivacity and charm about 
it which can hardly be reproduced in a translation. But there is 
undoubtedly an advantage in having a translation accessible, and Prof. 
Cutler has performed a useful, though laborious, task in preparing the 
present edition. The substance of the original has been carefully 
preserved. Students who are en in the study of Roman Law 
should not fail to read the book. It will give interest to their studies, 
and will enable them to realise very clearly the circumstances under 
which the law was developed. 





LAW OF HORSES. 


Tue Law or Horses, rncLupiInc THE Law oF INNKEEPERS, 
VETERINARY SurGEONS, &c., AND OF HunrTING, Racine, WAGERs, 
AND GaMING. By GeorGe Henry Hewitt OLIPHANT, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Firta Epirion. By CLEMENT ELPHINSTONE 
Lioyp, B.A.Oxon., Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell, 
Limited. 

“ Oliphant” has long been the standard work on its subject, and we 
can speak from personal experience of its utility, even in the former 
editions, as a trustworthy guide in the complicated branch of 
law which has to do with horses. The decisions are very well 
given, and are interwoven with a good deal of practical 
matter relating, in some cases, more to the — of a 
veterinary surgeon than of a barrister. Mr. Lloyd does not 
tell us whether the chapter on diseases, defects, &c., has been 
revised by a member of the former profession, so as to bring 
it up to the knowledge of the present day ; it would certainly be 
advisable in any future editions to have this done. The editor's task 
has been a peculiarly difficult one, owing, apart from the accumulation 
of decisions, to the passing of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893; the i 
Act, 1892, and the Betting and Loans (Infants) Act, 1892. The 
sections relating to the subject-matter of the work have been neatly 
and carefully incorporated; and by means of judicious conden- 
sation, the bulk of the book has not been materially increased. 
We. are glad to see references in the table of cases to all 
the different series of reports; and the table of statutes 


We meansome time to say a word or two on the formal parts of law 
books, and we are glad to see that Mr. Lloyd has anticipated some of 
our intended suggestions. The present edition seems to us to be 


exceedingly well prepared. 





FORMS OF AGREEMENTS. 


Practical Forms oF AGREEMENTS RELATING TO SALES AND PuR- 
CHASES, CHISEMENTS AND EXCHANGES, MORTGAGES AND 
Loans, LETTING AND RENTING, HIRING AND SERVICE, BUILDING 
AND ARBITRATIONS, DEBTORS AND CREDITORs, &., &0. WITH 
VARIATIONS AND Notes. By H. Moorg, . Fourth Edition. 
Revised and edited by HERBERT PERCIVAL, B., Barrister-at- 
Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The first edition of this work was published in 1884. The fact that 

a fourth edition is now required shews that it has been found useful 

by the profession. For the more formal documents which the con- 

ancer has to p he finds adequate guidance in the standard 
books of precedents, but these do not profess to supply forms for all 
the multifarious agreements which a solicitor has to , often 
hastily, in the course of his practice; and the present colaane ven? 
usefully supplies the deficiency. There are, for instance, a long series 
of agreements relating to the sale of various businesses, and agree- 
ments of hiring and service in many different relations of life. In 
the miscellaneous precedents we notice an agreement for indemnifying 

@ guarantor; but there is no precedent for a guarantee. As this is a 

document which is frequently required, and yet touches upon some 

dangerous points of law, the inclusion of a carefully-drawn precedent 
would be useful. beef — are rendered - distinct by being 

in , and the notes give ample assistance in vary- 
ray” ee The book is a convenient one to have at hand. 





EASEMENTS. 


A TREATISE on THE Law or Easements. By Jonn Leysourn 
GopparRD, Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

We have always been of opinion that Mr. Goddard’s work on Ease- 
ments is one of the most meritorious of our text-books. Doubtless 
this is largely due to the manner in which it origi . In the 
preface to the fourth edition is to be found a full account of the 
efforts which were made a quarter of a cen i 
of codifying the law. As the result of these 
employed to prepare a specimen digest of the law of easements, and 
when the plan was abandoned he made use of the materials which he 
had collected in writing the present work. He entered a field which 
was already occupied by @ text-book of authority, but he had no 
difficulty in establishing his claim to the attention of the profession, 
and this claim has been in successive editions sustained. Since the 
last edition was published in 1891 several cases have been decided, 
and these are now in rated in the text, but there has been no 
important change in the law, and the form of the book remains un- 
altered. In arrangement and style it is a model of clearness, and the 
a t Commission that prompted such work was not altogether a 
ure. 





COMMON FORM PRACTICE. 

Coore’s Common Form Practice AND TRISTRAM’s CONTENTIOUS 
Practice oF THE Hicu Court or JuUsTIceE IN GRANTING 
PROBATES AND ADMINISTRATIONS. TWELFTH Epririon, By 
Tuomas Hurcurinson Tristram, Q.C., D.C.LL. The Common 
Form Portion Revised by Henry A, JENNER, Chief Clerk, Personal 
Application Department, Probate Registry, Somerset House. 
Butterworth & Co. 

The chief point of change in this edition of this amalgamated 
standard work is the in tion of the provisions of the Colonial 
Probate Act, 1892, and Finance Acts, 1894 and 1896. With 
regard to the former, the rules and orders made under the Act are 
given, with (p. 196) a list of the places to which, by Orders in 

ouncil, the Act has been applied. As to the latter, the book 
contains not only a statement of the duties payable on probates and 
administrations where the death was prior to 2nd August, 1894, 
but also a statement of the duties payable under the Finance Acts ; 
and at p. 267 practical directions are given as to the procedure with 
regard to Estate Duty. The work appear to be kept up to its 
former level, but we should be glad to see the index improved, and 
references to all the reports given in the index of cases. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 
PRINCIPLES OF THE Criminal Law. By Seymour F. Hanns, M.A. 





now contains a reference to the page at which each section is noticed. | 


samsee 3 Sevents Eprrion, by CHartzs L. ATTENBOROUGH, 
ister-at-Law. London: Stevens & Haynes. 
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The utility and success of this well-known students’ text-book is | generally depend upon their actions being tried in half the tin 
proved by the fact that it has now reached a seventh edition. There | occupied in trying similar actions in County Courts. 


is a tendency, common to many students’ books, of increasing in size 
with successive editions until the book becomes too long to satis- 
factorily fulfil its purpose. We are glad to see that this new edition 
of Harris’s Criminal Law avoids this fault, and is rather less bulky 
than its predecessor. As it is, the book is quite large enough for the 
average stndent who has to get up Criminal Law as one of the many 
subjects he has to prepare for examination, and it contains everything 
such student can be expected to know. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Preservation of Open Spaces and of Footpaths and other 
Rights of Way. By Sir Ropert Hunter, M.A., Solicitor to the 
Post Office. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

The Solicitor’s Diary, Almanac, and Legal Directory, 1897. The 
Treatise upon the Stamp Act and the Law and Practice of Stamping 
Documents is revised by H. 8S. Bonn, Esq., of the Solicitors’ Depart- 
ment, Inland Revenue Office, Somerset ead and the Treatises on 
Oaths, Solicitors’ Charges and Duties Payable on Succession are 
revised by J. Goprrey Hickson, Esq. Fifty-third year of publica- 
tion. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 





LITERARY NOTES. 


Messrs. Stevens & Sons (Limited) will shortly publish the ninth 
volume of Ruling Cases, arranged, annotated, and edited by Mr. 
ROBERT CAMPBELL, of Lincoln’s-inn, with American notes by Mr. 
IrnvING Browne. This volume deals with the subjects of Defamation 
(Libel and Slander), Demurrage, Deposit, Discount, Detinue, Devas- 
tavit, Deviation (in Contracts of Insurance), Dilapidations, Discovery, 
Distress, Distribution, Domicile, Donatio Mortis Causéd, and Dramatic 
and Musical Copyright. 


Mr. Murray announces for publication the Memoir of Lord Bowen, 
by Sir “ee | Cunningham, to which we have already alluded. The 
volume will contain a {selection of unpublished poems by the late 
Lord Justice. 


Messrs. Butterworth & Co. and Messrs. Shaw & Sons have started 
@ new series of Annuals, entitled The Legal Yearly Practices, consist- 
ing of (1) The Yearly County Court Practice, by G. Pitt-Lewis, Q.C., 
and C. Arnold White, B.A. (founded on Archbold’s and Pitt-Lewis’s 
County Court Practices), which we understand will ‘soon be ready. 
(2) The Yearly Abridgment of Cases, by A. T. Murray, Barrister- 
al-Law. (3) The Yearly Justices’ Manual for 1897, being Stone’s 
Justices Manual, 29th edition, by George B. Kennett, Town Clerk of 
Norwich ; and (4) a Yearly High Court Practice. 

Stone’s Justices’ Manual, so well known to the profession, will 
appear as an annual publication under the editorship of G. B. 

ennett, Esq., Town Clerk of Norwich, late clerk to the justices, 
Norwich. This work has run through twenty-eight editions, an 
almost unprecedented affair among law books. 


A new edition (the fifth) of Fisher on Mo: e is in preparation. 
The last edition was published in 1884, and a te bets, looked on 
as the standard work on the subject. The editor is to be Mr. Arthur 
Underhill, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, Keader in the Law of Real 
and Personal Property in the Inns of Court. The publishers are 
Messrs. Butterworth & Co., 7, Fleet-street. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE MAYOR’S COURT, LONDON. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Many new points of practice are being decided, in proceedings 
instituted in the Mayor’s Court, London, by Mr. Roxburgh, the 
assistant judge. They are not to be found in any published rules, 
nor are they mentioned in Messrs. Glyn and Jackson’s last edition of 
the practice of the court, nor in any similar work. We think it would 
be well if the profession could be made acquainted with them. 

The latest unissued rule seems to be, that where a plaintitf sues for 
a debt under £10 and is forced to proceed to trial, if the defendant 
does not appear at the trial, no counsel’s fee will be allowed, and 
consequently no costs of preparing brief. He will therefore have the 
pleasure of finding that a great part of the money recovered by him 
will be absorbed in paying his own costs. 

Many solicitors sue for debts under £10 in the Mayor’s Court, 
whenever that court has jurisdiction, in preference to suing in the 

Court, because, although only County Court costs are re- 
coverable, the fees in the Mayor’s Court are nearly two-thirds less 
than the fees in County Courts, and suitors in contested actions can 





In a case of Chanter v. Jones, tried before Mr. Roxburgh to-dayy 
the plaintiff sought to recover £7 14s. for goods sold and delivered, 
Defendant pleaded ‘‘ never indebted.” His letters shewed his defenog: 
to be an alleged agreement that the goods should be paid for 
third . The plaintiff was bound to enter the action for 

The defendant did not appear at the hearing. Judgment was entered 
for the plaintiff for the amount claimed, but the judge decided that, 
as the din was under £10 and defendant did not appear at the trial, 
he could not allow any fee for counsel. 

In County Courts, where solicitors have right of audience, 
judges have power to certify for counsel or not in actions to recover) 
ess than £10. If the actions are simple in character, the judge may, | 
in exercising his discretion, rightly determine that the trial should” 
have been conducted by the solicitor himself, but this discretion can 
hardly be fairly exercised in actions in the Mayor’s Court where 
= has no audience and a litigant can only be represented by 
counsel, 

Of course such a rule enables a defendant to yrs his opponent to 
great costs which he is not bound to pay, by simply putting in a p 
of never indebted. 

In another case, in order to avoid the expense of an action in the 
High Court and the delay of many months before the trial could take; 
place, we advised our client to sue in the Mayor’s Court to recover! 
£150. The case was a most complicated one, requiring the evidence 
of a great number of witnesses on each side, aud involving the con- 
sideration of important points of law. We advised the employment 
of two counsel, as a junior counsel was absolutely necessary to take’ 
notes of the evidence of the witnesses. The plaintiff recovered the 
full amount claimed. On taxation of costs before the assistant registrar, 
he allowed the costs of two counsel by reason of the difficulties of the 
case and the amount recovered. On appeal to Mr. Roxburgh, he 
disallowed the costs of the second co 
his brief, which, of course, had to be borne by the plaintiff. If the 
action had been brought in the High Court, the costs of a second 
counsel, if the judgment recovered been over £50, would have 
been allowed as a matter of course, but because the plaintiff selected 
a court in which he could get his case tried without delay, he had 


himself to pay all the costs incidental to the second counsel as a 


nalty. 

“a 2d judgment the Mayor’s Court is a tribunal which offers great 
advantages to suitors in the City of London, not only by reason of 
the moderate court fees, the dispatch with which business is con- 
ducted, and the quickness with which actions can be tried, but also 
owing to the fairness and invariable courtesy which characterises not 
only the learned registrar and assistant registrar but all the officials in 
the discharge of their duties. The effect of such rules as those to which 
we have alluded will prevent suitors with claims under £10, as well 
as suitors with claims ing £50, who are desirous of obtaining 
speedy justice, from availing themselves of the advantages which the 
Mayor’s Court would otherwise offer, and will materially restrict 
the usefulness and privileges of the court which they have hitherto 
enjoyed. EMANUEL RounD & NATHAN. 

27, Walbrook, E.C., 26th October, 1896. 





WHERE IS THE FALSE PRETENCE? 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—Your correspondent “‘ Esuriens ” raises in his letter published 
in your issue of the 10th inst. (40 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, p. 800) a 
point of great interest and some difficulty. May I suggest in reply 


that the persons who dine at restaurants without available means of 
by false pretences, 


payment are rightly convicted of obtaining goods 
and that the principle involved has a much wider application ? 

No doubt, as ‘‘ Esuriens” says, to order uncooked provisions and 
other goods and neglect to pay for them creates merely a simple 
contract debt ; but is it quite clear that there is no criminal liability 
if, when ordering the goods, the debtor knew that he could not 
for them and contemplated default as the ultimate result? 
false pretence may be by conduct (2. v. Barnard, 7 C. & P. 784). 

The mere fact of ordering 
tion to pa 
trade, an 
ordered. A promise as to future conduct not intended to be kept is” 
a ‘‘ false pretence” if such promise implies an existing 
alleged to exist (Stephen’s “‘ Digest of Criminal Law,” article 330). 


pays for his dinner before he leaves the premises. To order a dinner 
in a public restaurant is therefore a promise by the diner by his 
conduct that he will pay before he leaves the premises, aud that pro- 
mise again implies, as an existing fact, that he has sufficient money 
with him to doso. If in fact he has not the money, the offence of 
obtaining goods by false pretences appears to be clear. 


and the costs incidental to’ 


y | 
The | 
goods implies a representation of iuten- | 
for them in accordance with the customs of the particular | 
therefore of belief in ability to so pay for the goods | 
fact y 


ow, the custom of the public restaurant business is that the diner 
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diner has in fact sufficient money and refuses to pay, he cannot 
be prosecuted, but may only be sued civilly. There one meets the 
casus omissus of the law of false pretences—that the obtaining of goods 
by promises made in bad faith and never intended to be kept, but 
intended ab initio to deceive the creditor into parting with the goods 
to his injury, is not criminal unless conspiracy can be proved. 

But I agree with ‘‘Esuriens,” that the case of the person who 
orders uncooked provisions or other goods cannot be distinguished in 
rinciple from that of the restaurant diner. The issues of facts are, 
wever, different, because the custom as to payment is different. 
Thus, if the custom be to pay three months after delivery, the ques- 
tion of fact would be, whether the implied representation of belief in 
ability to pay at the expiration of three months was a false pretence— 
i.e., whether the debtor knew that the existing facts were such that 
he could not pay at the expiration of three months. Whilst that 
would be a difficult, it would not in some cases be an im ible, issue 
to prove as to individual debtors; and, in the case of limited com- 
panies, the assets of which are capable of being definitely ascer- 
tained, and as to which the element of possible gain from future per- 
sonal earnings or anticiptions is excluded, the question of criminal 
liability might very well become a practical one, especially if the 
hte whe ordered the goods held aan debentures 
all the assets, and thus gained personally at the ——< of 

itors. . 


coveri 
the 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 
ORDER LIVe. 
LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANIES (PAYMENT INTO Court) Act, 1896. 


1, An assurance company desiring to make a payment into Court 
under the Act shall cause an affidavit, by its secretary, or other 
authorised officer, to be filed, intituled ‘‘ In the matter of the Policy 
“No. , effected with [here give the name of the company] and 
“in the matter of the Act,” and setting forth :— 


(a) A short description of the policy and a statement of the persons 
entitled thereunder, according to the terms of the policy, with 
the names and addresses of such pecsons, so far as the same are 
known to the company. 

(6) A short statement of the notices received by the company 
claiming an interest in or title to the money assured, the dates 
when such notices were received, the dates of withdrawal of such 
notices, if any, as have been withdrawn, and the names, and, 
except as to notices withdrawn, the addresses, so far as the same 
are known to the company, of the persons by whom such notices 
have been given. 

(c) A statement that, in the opinion of the board of directors of the 
company, no sufficient discharge can be obtained otherwise than 
by payment into Court under the Act. 

(d) The submission by the company to pay into court such further 
sum, if any, whether for interest or otherwise, as the Court or a 
Judge may direct, and to pay any costs which the Court or a 
Judge may consider under the circumstances of the case ought to 
be paid by the company. 

(e) An undertaking by the company forthwith to transmit to the 
paymaster any notice of claim feceived by the company after 
the making of the affidavit, with a letter referring to the title of 
the affidavit. 

(/) The place where the company may be served with any 
petition, summons, order, or notice of any proceeding relating 
to the money. 

2. The company shall not deduct any costs or expenses of or 
incidental to the payment into Court. 

3. No payment shall be made into Court under the Act where any 
action to which the company is a party is pending in relation to the 
policy or the moneys thereby assured except by leave of the Judge 
to be obtained by summons in the action. 

4, The company shall forthwith give notice of such payment by 
prepaid letter through the post, to the several ms appearing b 
the affidavit to be entitled to or interested in the money assured 
paid into Court, or to have given notice of claim to the company, 
except where the notice has been withdrawn, and except so far as the 
name or address of any such person is unknown to the company. 

5. Any person ddnion oO entitled to or interested,in the money 
paid into Court may apply in the Chancery Division, by petition or, 
ae i amount does not exceed £1,000, by summons in respect 

ereof. 

6. No petition or summons relating to the money shall be answered 
or issued unless the applicant has named therein a place where he 
may be served with any petition or summons, or notice of any 
proceeding or order relating to the money. 


ph yoo 
shall not, except when he asks for payment of a further sum of costs 
by the company, serve such petition or summons on the company, 


but shall serve the same on or give notice thereof to every person 
appearing by the affidavit on whi a age tr aga Sy nigel sca 
be entitled to, or interested in, or to have a claim upon the money, or 


who has given any further notice which has been transmitted to the 
paymaster as aforesaid. 

8. These Rules (which shall come into ion forthwith) may be 
cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court (Life Assurance Companies), 
1896, and with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, as 


Order LIV. 
ORDER XVL, Ruz 1. 
Substitute the following for the first sentence of the existing Rule 
ending with the word ‘‘ alternative” :— 
All may be joined in one action as plaintiffs, in whom any 


right to relief in respect of or arising out of the same transaction or 
series of transactions is alleged to exist, whether jointly, severally, 
or in the alternative, where if such persons brought separate actions 
any common question of law or fact would arise; provided that, if 
upon the application of any defendant it shall appear that such 
joinder may embarrass or y the trial of the action, the Court or 
a Judge may order trials, or make such other order as may 
be expedient, and judgment may be given for such one, &c. 

This Rule shall come into operation forthwith and may be cited as 
Order XVI., Rule 14., with reference to the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883. 


The 26th of October 1896. P 
Signed Hatssury, O. 
( RussEtt or Kritowen, L.C.J. 
F. H. Jeune, P. 


A. L. Smita, LJ. 

Joszru W. Curry, J. 

A. CHARLES, J. 

Hersert H. Cozens Harpy. 
JOSEPH ADDISON. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
POTTLE v. SHARPE. No.2. 28th Oct. 
Master anp Servanr—Dzsmissat or Servant—Insuncrion. 

This was an appeal from a gg Re Re Fo as the vaca- 
tion judge (reported ante p. 760). The plaintiff, Miss Charlotte 
Knight Pottle, moved that the defendante—the Rev. H. M. G. R. 
Wright, A. Matthews, 5. B- A. Handscombe, G. = yes, the 
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ment from the sole surviving trustee of the of foundation 

echoel, Geted in 1008, ant Sone Se maneees 

being that three months’ notice on 

The plaintiff accepted the 
it 









as the trustess were the managing of the the presence 
amt outsider, who was nota constituted " 


to invalidate an: retlation which might, be passed at a meeting of the 
meamaging body, Lane ¥. Norman (08 T. (N. 8.) 83). 
Tux Cover (Lavpiey and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.), without calling upon the 
, dismissed the appeal. 


Lipsy, L.J., said that at the time the lady accepted her appointment 
the school was managed by the surviving trustee and managers who 


one 

had been irregular] ted; she was by them subject to 

three months’ 4 epee: ee ye Teoaiey asues noel. 

ance with the . The views of Chitty, J., were perfectly right, and 
with costs. 

The case was a 

months’ notice with 

dismissed.— 

., and Faweus, 





managers, the had 
Counszi, Edward Cutler, Q.0., and Lynn; Alexander, 
Soricrrors, Baker ¢ Nairne ; $ Co. 





(Reported by W. Sma.icnoss Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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JOHN BRINSMEAD & SONS rv. T. E. BRINSMEAD & SONS (LIM.) No. 2. 
28th Oct. 


Traps Name—Fravpvutent Uss—Insuncrion. 


On the 11th of August last, North, J. granted an injunction in the 
following terms :—‘‘ This Court doth order that the defendants Thomas 
Edward Brinsmead & Sons, Limited, be restrained until judgment in this 
action or further order from using the name Thomas Edward Brinsmead & 
Sons, Limited, or the name of Brinsmead in connection with the manu- 
facture, sale, or hire of pianos, without adding thereto an express statement 


the defendant Company are distinct from, and have no connection With 

4 the old Brim of John Brinsmead & Sons.” "Thomas Edward Brinsmead and 
his two sons were formerly employed by the old firm of John Brinsmead & 
Sons, and remained in their employ until October, 1894, when they, together 
with a man named Wilcox, left, as they said because the firm were reducing 
the number of their servants; the firm alleged because they had secretly 
been making pianos and selling them as *‘ Brinsmead’’ pianos. These 
four late employés of the firm then started a similar business on their own 
account under the style or firm of T. Brinsmead & Sons. The plaintiff 
drm issued a writ, and in November, 1895, obtained an injunction from 
Romer, J., restraining the new firm from using the name of Brinsmead in 
connection with the business without the full name of the senior partner, and 
without the name of every other | > gamed appearing whose name was other 
than Brinsmead. On the 22nd of November, 1895, Wilcox retired from the 
partnership, and a deed of dissolution was drawn up. On the 25th of March, 
1896, a company was registered under the title of Thomas Edward Brinamead 
& Sons, Limited, with a nominal capital of £8,000, to purchase and carry on 
the business of Thomas Edward Brinsmead & Sons. This company went 
into voluntary liquidation in May, 1896, and a new company, with a capital 
of £100,000, was formed to purchase the business, and was registered as 
T. E, Brinsmead & Sons, Limited. There were many applications from the 


public for shares in the new company, and proceedings are now pending for 
the +33 of their pam om the FOR oF sbarchoTdere on the ground 
thag, from readi ©. us, they imagined they were applying for 
Pink Tron reading the -prunecas, they + Tea Briosmead & Sons. She 
plaintiff firm, having issued their writ, moved before North, J., for an injunc- 
tion, which was granted by the learned judge in the form already stated. 
The defendants pace | 
The Court (Livpiey and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linviey, L.J., said that it was obvious from the title of the company that 
the case was one of a trade-name. ‘The plaintiffs had acquired considerable 
reputation as piano manufacturers, and the defendant company was formed 
uite recently for the purpose of acquiring and carrying on a rival manu- 
ure, and deriving whatever benefit was to be derived from the use of the 
name ‘‘ Brinsmead ”’ in connection with pianos, It was almost certain that 
} pianos made by the defendant company, and sold in their name, would be 
mistaken for pianos made by the plaintiffs. The question was not whether 
those in the secrets of the trade wéuld he deceived, but whether the pubite 
w deceived. In his lordship’s opinion, the company was expréésly 
formed for the purpose of carrying out a commercial fraud. The case could 
[a be treated as one in which the dirsctors were carrying on business in the 
\ 





names which their godfathers and godmothers had given them. It wasa 
fraud from beginning to end. In his lordship’s opinion, the form of 
injunction —— by North, J., was perfectly right, and the appeal must be 
ismi with costs. 
A. L. Surru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dismissed.— 
CounsgL, Cosens-Hardy, Q.C., Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Rowden ; Swinfen 
Fm Q.C, and Lyttelton Chubb. Soxtcrrorns, Zhomson § Co., Walter 


[Reported by W. SuHau.icross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LEE, PATTESON v. MILES. Chitty, J. 27th Oct. 


OCrzptrons’ Dezp>—Covenant not to Suz Denrorn—Action ny Creprror— 
Assent to Dzgp. 
This was 


a s aummons by the plaintiff, who claimed as a creditor 
é under a deed of assignmen the benefit of Lee's creditors, dated in 

Tespect ages for breaches of covenants in a lease to 
: execution of the z “ere 
y the plaintiff disentitled him 

eed. So far as creditors were concerned, 
was between those who executed and those who assented in 
writing, the assets were to be distributed among the creditors as in 
‘The deed contained a covenant by the creditors not to sue 
or their debts, which also provided that the deed might be 
je eee as a defence to any action brought in breach of the covenant. The 
a 8 leaseholds were from ent. 


q excepted the assignm In Jul 5, 
1} the made a claim of £85 for the demagen, but the-datendzat the 
trues of the doe, refused to adi bil on tho of the debtor's 
ut this time the deed was 


ste by the plaintiff's solici- 
tors, eo gee y they issued a writ the debtor claiming 


psy crohag Ih of covenant, to which the debtor spree, 
: their to the defendant’s solicitors to inform them of the writ said, 
; UY int Gaata Chanelore claim to rank es creditors in the administration of 


These proceedings were discontinued on the 24th of Octo- 
ber, and another writ was then issued against the debtor claiming posses- 











eion, mesne ts, and damages for breach of covenant. No appearance 
was » end judgment was signed against the debtor default. 
The usual inquiry as to damages was directed, to which the -sheriff 





duly made his return. It was contended for the plaintiff that the aboy 
were taken to ascertain-the amount of the claim for dam 
which the trustee wrongfully refused to assess, and were not inconsi 
with assent to the deed of assignment. The 37th section of the E 
ruptcy Act, 1883, and the cases of Biron v. Mount (24 Beav. 642) and 
v. Donoughmore (1 Dru. & War. 227) were referred to. 
Currry, J., said that, apart from the conduct of the plaintiff, he 
rare A entitled to be admitted as a creditor, and the _proper course wou 
ve been for the trustee to assess or with the plaintiff the amour 
ofthe damages, As to thé issue of the first writ, the fact of an actic 
having been brought was inconsistent with the covenant not to sue in 
deed of assi . Afterwards the plaintiff sought to be admitted as 
creditor under the deed, but the trustee, not being well advised, reject 
his claim, and the plaintiff subsequently commenced the second actiog 
He obtained final judgment in that action against the debtor, and 
judgment stood. That conduct was not susceptible of explanation. 
debtor ed that he was not to be sued, and he was precluded b 
final judgment from his right. His lordship must hold that the deed 
not finally acceded to by the p and that he was not entitled to 
come in as a creditor under the deed.—Counsa., Muir 


Soxrcrrons, Withall, Trotter, § Patteson ; Chas. A. Bannister ¢ Reynolds. 
[Reported by J. F. Wa.ry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ABERDEIN’S ESTATE, HAZOW v ABERDEIN. Chitty, J. 29th Oct. 


Frrenpty Socrery—PrererentiAL Payment—Faienpiy Socretres Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), 8. 15, sus-szcrion 7.—OrricBR HAVING IN HI) 
Possession BY VirtTUE or HIs Orrice A Socizty’s Monzsy—Sscrera 
Unavuruorizep Recerrt or Monsy sy. 


This was an application by the trustees of a Lodge of Oddfellows, under 
section 15, sabre tion ‘. ae Friendly Societies Ac jo, asking for @ 
declaration that they were entitled in priority to the other creditors of the 
above-named deceased, his Gstate Déiiig insolvent berdein was duly 
a of the e, and acted in that capacity for many 
years. Fora long period he received: (1) money from ordinary debtors 
the Lodge ; (2) members’ subscriptions to the Lodge; and (3) money of # 
Lodge paid to him by the treasurer of the Lodge. As the result of aw 
investigation after the death of the deceased, a very large sum was found to 
be due from him to the Lodge. Rules 6 and 7 of the Lodge Rules provided? 
for the appointment, and defined the duties, of the treasurer. Rule 8 definin 
the secretary’s duty, provided that the secretary should attend all the! 
meetings of the Lodge, take minutes of the proceedings, and keep the 
accounts; prepare and deliver all summonses, attend the auditors to ex- 
plain the accounts, balance such accounts when required, prepare all 
documents for the district and board of directors, and the statutory 
returns, and should receive a . It was contended for the general 
creditors that section 15, sub-section 7 of the Friendly Societies Act did 
not apply, inasmuch as the deceased did not receive any money or property 


of the Lodge into his possession by_virt ne of his off 
Curry, J., said that the question was, w e deceased received the ™ 
moneys in respect of which the claim for preference was made by virtue of 


his office. It was plain on the rules that the receipt of those moneys was no 
part of his function. The rules provided for a treasurer whose duty it was to 
receive mmey. Did Aberdein, then, receive the moneys by virtue of his’ 
office ? Notas secretary. He had no authority to do so by the rules, the 
only means by which societies constituted as this one was could confer such 
authority. The question was not between the society and persons who had 
paid money to Aberdein without the authority of the society, but between the 
society and Aberdein’s other creditors. His lordship considered that the words 
“ by virtue of his office,” in s. 15, sub-section 7, meant by virtue of his office 
h as the rules did 


oe, to the constitution of the society. Inasmuch as not | 
justify recéiving money, id not receive the money by virtue of 

his office. He thought that the case was covered by Ex parte Fleet (4 DeG. & 
Sm. 52), which was a decision on the similar enactment of the Savings Bank ~ 
Act, As the Vice-Chancellor said of the bankrupt there, the money may have | 
been received by him as the servant of others but not officially as a person | 
appointed for the p . His lordship also agreed with the Vice-Chancellor 
that care should be taken not to enlarge the construction of such a statutory 
provision. Summons dismissed.—Oounset. Levett, Q.C., and Macnaghten ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Micklem. Soxsorrons, Collyer, Bristow, Russell, Hili § Co., 
for Mills § Reeves, Norwich; Storey, Cowland, § Hill, for Sadd ¢ Bacon, 
Norwich. 
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[Reported by J. F. Waer, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Ez parte B. 3. LEES. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 
Justices—Bras—DisquaLiricaTIon. 


In this case counsel moved for a writ of certiorari to quash an 
the licensing j or ~ Ives, Cornwall, who on 
2nd of toyed last granted a licence to the Portminster House, St. ~ 
Ives, on that three of the justices who sat to hear the applica- — 
tion were ualified by bias, although they had not at the 
interest in the hotel. He stated 
occurred last year in reference j 
which were ety dey ha 8. J. 458, © 

e 


uestion any direct pecuniary 

game as those which 

ce to this hotel, 
. V. Hain and Others, Justices. 
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the aboygill committee and also on the affirming committee. It was worthy of note 
r damages that the licence on each occasion had been obtained by a majority of one 
nconsiste 
the Banks 
) and Fie 










only. 
. Raves (GranwruaM and Kennzpy, JJ.) granted the rule.—Counsgt, 
Horace Avory. Soxtcrrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for W. J. Terrill, 


Pearyn. 
iff, he wag tater in the day, Mr. Horace Avery applied that this case might be set 
ise Would down for hearing at an early date. The rule on the former occasion had 
1© AMOUNEM teen obtained at the beginning of the Michaelmas Sittings, 1895, and did 
an actiongy sot come on for argument until April last. During those six months the 
sue in the house enjoyed the advantages of a licence, and there was no means, if the 
a 85 & Ff licence a with the ome: fate thie your as last, of visiting fines or penalties 
i, Tejecteh on the licensee during the intervening period. 
od oe Gaanruam, J.—I will order the case to be put in the list if possible in 
, nag | t days’ time. 
ion. The ns amicus curie, submitted that the court had no power to make 
cluded by Hi wch an order. He had been informed that, when the rule came on 
deed was for argument, he would be instructed to a for the licensee. 
ntitled te Garantuam, J.—No doubt you are right; I can t, however, the case 
; Clayton. & tp be marked ‘‘urgent.”” The matter then dropped. 







nolds. [Reported by Ensxiwe Rein, Bartister-at-Law. ] 
29th Oct. REG. v. VESTRY OF BROMLEY. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 
res Act, ™ MsrRoroiis Manacement Acts—Orricen or VeEstTry—SvurBRANNUATION 


ING IN Hil ALLowance—Discretion or Vestnay—29 & 30 Vict. c. 31, ss. 1, 3, 4. 
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3 " , and he then sent in his applica- 
tion for a superannuation allowance under the Act of 1866. A committee 
was appointed to inquire into the matter, and in their report they advised 
that the pension should not be granted, and gave their reasons for the 
decision they had arrived at. The vestry, after considering the report, 
decided that no pension should be granted. Mr. Sheffield then obtained a 
male, on the ground that the vestry had not in fact exercised a discretion, as 















provided - ’ 
ing the consideration of his application had been approached with bias by 
ae \pveeal members of the commitsee. A new vestry had been elected in 
keep the | 1894, more than half of whom had, in their notice to the.electors, pledged 
to ex. i temeelves to vote for the ‘‘ abolition of pensions to salaried officers.” 
pare alls In of.the rule being made absolute, it was urged that this fact 
statutory @ WS! ¢ ground for the court to hold that the , having pledged 


general jp ieelf in principle to the abolition of pensions y, had not gone 
Act did § intothe merits of this particular case fairly; in other words, that the vestry 
property | within the meaning of the statute had not heard the application and exer- 
‘§ ceed their discretion, and that on the authority of Reg. v, Vestry of St. 

ived the  2aneras (24 Q, B. D. 371) the rule should be made absolute 


























istne of Tus Covrar (Grantuam and Kaennzpy, JJ.) discharged the rule. In 
s was no p/*eir opinion the affidavits shew vestry had carefully considered 
it was to the me 2 See The 
e of his@y eee 
ules, the snp aly 

fer such -_—— Grant 

teed [Reported by Enaxunz Rar, Barrister-at-Law. 

no words J REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON, Hr parte KBRFOOT. Div. Court. 
Gid not 27th Oct. 

irtue of Justices—Licexce—Ormcviar Appressep py Cuarrman or One Drvisi0on 
DeG. & TO ALL THE OTHER Justices or THE CouNTY TO ATTEND THB HBARING OF 
rs Bank AppraL art Quarter Sassions—Bras—Justices or THE OouRT BBLOW 
ay have Praesent 1x Response to Ormcevnarn, sur Taxine no Parr mm THE 
person AppzaL Proceppines. 

ancellor This was the argument showing cause against a rule obtained on behalf 
atutory of Mr. J. R, Kerfoot for.a mandamus to the justices of ondon in a 
aghten; & sessions assembled to hear and determine ap appea mst the 9 


’ ref using 


; the Tower Division on the 29 
























d dis- court 

cision § the jury box, thus abstei fee toking any mae Sper Se 
4 peoosedings. appeal argued the justices ority 
ae esses Shane tot upheld the decision of eo iinonsing’ fatioes. In 


i § Co., . he 1ustices 0 nh 0 arco 1896 
| Bacon, @ to renew a license to one Rubery, lessee of the Wayland Hotel, Hackney. 
Prior to the appeal being heard at Sewer sessions, Mr, Martineau, the 
chairman of the justices of the Tower Division, in pursuance of a resolution 
ageabetd the justices of the division, issued the following circular to all 
uetices of the county of London: ‘‘ Dear Sir,—I am requested by 
justices acting in the Tower Division, to send an.intimation to 
the acting justices of the county that six appeals relating to one licensed 
house in the Tower Division have been a ted for hearing at the 
Sessions House, Clerkenwell, on Thursday, the 4th of June, at 10.30 a.m, 
The Tower Bench attach so much importance to the case that they hav: 
rder of instructed counsel to ap in support of their decision, and have asked 
on the me to express the hope that it ma bp congenttes 80.8 aaa oo 
se, St. are interested in licensing matters to attend the pe 
»plica- which was P. M. Martineau, chairman, was to over 400 
ime in § the London justices whose names were on the list. At the hearing of the 
at the sppeal Sir Peter Edlin aking seat, stated t celved 
to the one o hese circular: n} Opinion unp and 
|. 458, proper COUrEE_ he “Tower Division to | opted 
eature a} tot ose ju of the To were 
withdrew from the bench and sat P 
of 














of the rule, it was contended that the circular was a four-lined 
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whip sent out with the object of together at quarter sessions a 

“+ pete justices who would decision of the justices of 

the Tower Division. The minds of the justices were therefore not in such / 
disp ioned state proper. co Ox aeretio’ ie 


cited, Reg. v. London Cownty Council, Re Akkersdyk, 1892, 1 Q. 
v. Meyer, 1 Q. B. D. 173; Le Justices of Hertfordshire, 6 
On behalf of the justices of 

improper motive had prompted the issuing of the circular; that it was 
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have known that an important appeal was to be heard in order that it 
might be tried by a fall bench. 
ne OCovrt (GranruaM and Kennzpy, JJ.) the rule. The 
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tures, &c., and Mill Fittings” and ‘‘ Household Furniture,’’ and con- 
cluded thus: ‘‘ Also the tenant right, valuation, goodwill, crops in the 
ground in and about the farm and premises known as Slapton Bury 
Farm, near Cheddington, in the county of Buckingham.’’ This bill of 
sale was registered on the 3rd of March, 1896. By another indenture 
made the 20th of March, 1896, between the same parties similarly 
described it was witnessed that in consideration of the sum of £220 then 
paid to the mortgagor by the mortgagees (the receipt of which the said 
mortgagor thereby acknowledged) the mortgagor did thereby assign unto 
the mortgagees, their successors and assigns, all and singular the several 
chattels and things specifically described in the schedule thereunder 
written by way of security for the payment of the said sum of £220 and 
interest thereon at the rate of one shilling in the pound per month, and 
the mortgagor did further agree and declare that he would duly pay to the 
mortgagees the principal sum aforesaid, together with the interest then 
due on the 20th of June then next, and the indenture contained a cove- 
nant by the mortgagor for payment of rent, rates, and taxes, and for 

ce, and a proviso as to seizure or ion in the same terms as 
those contained in the former indenture. The schedule to this second 
bill of sale (unlike the schedule to the first) contained no title referring to 
the farm, but included a list of animals which seemed to have been taken 


from the inventory, and other things, and concluded thus: ‘300 
acres grass, the crops of seventy acres of arable land, the 
tenant right, goodwill, and valuation of Slapton Bury Farm, 


near Cheddington, in the county of Buckingham, and now in 
the occupation of Alexander McLean Ginger.’’ This second bill of 
sale was registered on the 27th of March, 1896. The petition in bank- 
ruptcy was presented on the 9th of April, 1896, upon an act of bankruptcy 
committed by the bankrupt at the end of the previous day by his failure 
to comply with a bankruptcy notice dated the 3lst of March, 1896, and 
served on the Ist of April, 1896, within the seven days after service exclusive 
of the day of such service, and upon this petition a receiving order was 
made on the 20th of April, 1896: under this order possession was taken by 
the official receiver on the 22nd of April, 1896, of the farm and everything 
thereon, the bankrupt having until that time continued in the possession 
and occupation of the farm and things thereon, and in the ing on 
there of the trade or business of a dairy farmer from the time of the first 
bill of sale being made in the same manner as he had done previously. 
On the 6th of May, 1896, an order was made for the winding up by the 
court of the bank, and on the 11th of May, 1896, the adjudication of the 
bankrupt took place. The estate of the bankrupt was sold as a going 
concern, and the proceeds amounting to £2,154 4s. were paid into court. 
The case was argued on the 13th of August last, when judgment was 
reserved. 

His Honour, Judge Sir A. G. Marten, Q.C., delivered judgment on the 
22nd of October, 1896, and after stating the facts to the above effect pro- 


* ceeded as follows : It will be seen that the first payment under the bill of 


sale was not to be made until the 28th of May. There was no evidence, 
and it was not suggested that any default had occurred or anything had 
ao pep entitling the bank to seize or take possession under either of the 
bills of sale before the act of bankruptcy of the 9th of April, which con- 
stituted the commencement of the bankruptcy. Upon the facts which I 
have stated it was contended on behalf of the trustee in bankruptcy that 
the reputed ——— clause of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, applied. By 
that Act, section 44, it is enacted as follows: ‘‘ The property of the bank- 
rupt divisible amongst his creditors, and in this Act referred to as (2) the 
yada the bankrupt . . . shall comprise the following particu- 
ca «ae being at the commencement of the bankruptcy 

in the possession, order, or disposition of the bankrupt in his trade or 
business, by the consent and permission of the true owner under such 
circumstances that ie is the reputed owner thereof; provided that things 
in action other than debts due or growing due to the bankrupt in the 
course of his trade or business shall not be deemed goods within the 
meaning of this section.”” The question is whether the reputed owner- 
ship clause applies in the case of a bill of sale under the Act of 1882, where 
the bankruptcy occurs before any default in payment, and before any 
other cause has occurred entitling the grantee to take possession. The 
fifteenth section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, repeals so far as regards 
bills of sale to which that Act applies, the 20th section of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878 (excluding the operation of the reputed ownership clause in 
respect of bills of sale registered under that Act). The consequence is 
that the law in that respect existing previously to 1878 is restored unless 
altered by the Act of 1882. It was settled law before 1878 that the 
egistration of a bill of sale did not affect the doc : 

th 8 f - > 
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the bankru 



















p B nin 5 at) On, 4 
fime of the ptcy no default had occurred, and the Rovio ab per- 
mission of the true owner were referable only to the time of making the 
contract and not to anything which had occurred subsequently. In illus- 
tration of this I refer to Shuttleworth v. Hernman, decided in 
1857, and reported 1 De Gex and Jones, 322. In that case tke 
tenant of a mill covenanted with his landlord (in order that 
there might be sufficient security on the premises for the pay- 
ment of the rent) to keep the premises and machinery to the 
full value of £3,000 at the least, and there was a proviso for re-entry in 
the event of the tenant becoming bankrupt. The tenant did become 
bankrupt, and no rent was due at the time of the bankruptcy, and it was 
held by Knight, Bruce, and Turner, LJJ., that the machinery in the 
mill was in the order and disposition of the tenant with the consent of the 
landlord, and passed to the assignee in bankruptcy. Mr. Bacon (after- 
wards Sir James Bacon, Chief Judge in Bankruptcy and Vice-Chancellor) 
in argument says ‘‘ the lease was not registered as a bill of sale and yet 
it is sought to give it the effect of one; if there had been a bill of sale 


the chattels would clearly have been within the rule as to reputed owner- 





ship.”’ 
landlord’s claim in this case would, in my opinion, defeat the policy g 
the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act. If a mortgage of these chat 
had been made to the landlord to secure his rent the case would h 
been within the words of the Act.”’ In the cases relating to mortg 
or leases of chattels by traders no distinction is made between the period 
before the time appointed for redemptioa or payment and any subseque 
period for the purpose of determining whether the possession is 
the consent of the true owner. Thus in Bryson v. Wylie, repo 
1 B. & P. 83 Lord Mansfield says: ‘‘I have no doubt that thi 
is a new experiment to defeat the bankrupt laws. The law has 
that a trader cannot mortgage his effects and at the same time ke 
possession. What is the case here? He sells and keeps possession, 
pays interest for the money. If this contrivance were suffered it woul 
open a door to avoid the statute, and therefore it ought not to be allo 
to prevail.’’ So in Ex parte Lovering, Re Jones (No. 2) decided in 1874 a 
reported in L. R. 9, Ch. 621, where a draper in London in 1869 
furniture to a furniture dealer and hired it back at a rent of 12s. 6d. 
week and retained possession till he petitioned in 1873 for liquidation § 
was held by James, L.J., that the furniture was in the order and diss 
position of the draper with the consent of the furniture dealer, the t 
owner. I do not find in the report of that case any suggestion that 
default had been made in the payment of the weekly rent before thg 
petition for liquidation. This being the state of the law before 1878 
cannot, I think, be doubted” e doctrine of rep Tere | 
ship would be applicable in the present case unless ¢ ' 
A “ uppose for example there were no Bills o 
Atts—and the bills of sale in question had been made when 
as they were made, except that in the proviso instead of 
reference to section 7 of the Act of 1882 the words of that sectic 
had been written out. The case thus su corresponds with what 
legislature has done by the Bills of Sale Act, 1890, which (as amended 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1891) enacts, section 1, that an instrument charging 
or creating any security on or declaring trusts of imported goods, given’ 
or executed at any time prior to their deposit in a warehouse, factory, 
store, or to their being shipped for export or delivered to a purchaser 2 
being the person giving or executing such instrument shall not be deem 
a bill of sale within the meaning of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878 and 1882, 
and, section 2, that ‘‘ nothing in this Act shall affect the operation 
section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, in respect of any goods compri 
in any such instrument as is thereinbefore described, if such goods wou 
but for this Act be goods within the meaning of sub-section 3 of 
section.’’ In the case, I have supposed, the mortgagee would be bow 
by contract not to seize or take possession until default in payment or 
happening of some other of the causes specified, and the mortgagor wou 
be entitled to continue in possession accordingly. It seems to me cle 
that the wn pan being in possession under such circumstances wou 
be the reputed owner by the consent and permission of the mortgagee, t 
true owner in respect of such of the mortgaged goods as would be affect 
by the law of reputed ownership under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 
proceed now to consider whether the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, affords 
protection to the mortgagee against the law of reputed ownership du 
the interval between the em, Pd the bill of sale and any default i 
payment or other event enabling to seize or take possession. 
informed by the learned counsel who appeared before me that they 
not aware of any judicial decision on the point, and that therefore 
devolves upon me to determine it for the first time, although there is a 
Irish case (to which I shall presently advert) on the subject in connectic 
with the corresponding Act applicable to Ireland. On the part of th 
applicant it was argued that the bill of sale is statutory under the Act 
1882, and that the grantee is a statutory owner out of ion by 
contract, which is statutable, and that having regard to the statute 
— could not be d to be unconscientious within Lor 
esdale’s definition of reputed ownership in Joy v. Campbell (18. & L. 328 
In support of the contention of the applicant I was referred to the case ¢ 
Re Stanley, decided in Ireland in January, 1886, and reported in 17 L. RB, 
ckcrupéoy in Ireland, epon the Irish enactment ocrroepending to tho Bil 
ptcy , upon the enactments correspo to Bil 
of Sale Act, 1882, and te the reputed ownership clause of the Bankrupte 
Act, 1883. The facts were as follows :—On the 16th of June, 1885, the 
bankrupt executed a bill of sale of the furniture of his hotel to secure 
sum of money, which with interest was to be paid by instalments, tl 
first to become payable on the 8th of July, 1885. The bankrupt was c 
his own petition a, pee on the Ist of July, 1885. It was held 
the goods were not in the order and disposition of the bankrupt with 
consent or permission of the true owner. The learned judge says, 2.5 
* The Act of 1883’ (being the Irish Act corresponding to the E Act 
of 1882) * bees Ad the 7th section of that Act expressly prohibited 
grantees under bills of sale from signing or taking possession of chattels 
comprised in bills of sale, except for the five causes specified in that sec- 
tion, all grantees under bills of sale were only restricted owners of th 
chattels comprised in their bills of sale, until some of such five causes for 
seizing or taking ion of such chattels had arisen, and a gran 
was therefore neither in a position to seize nor give possession of any 
such chattels which he had not in himself, or as a necessary consequence 
to give any consent or permission as to the on of any such chatte! 
And, secondly, as the 313th section of the Act of 1857’ ( the Iris! 
enactment corresponding to the English Act of 1883) ‘‘ is founded alto- 
gether on a possession conferred by a person capable of giving possessio: 
henge: ow Haale Regen Bape of 
person manner capable 8 consents permission, it 
can have no application to the of the case before this court, in whic 


In giving judgment Turner, L.J., says: ‘‘To give effect to 
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for the repayment of the money thereby secured, and upon which bank- 
ruptcy, for the first time the title of the grantee under the bill of sale in 
case to take possession of the chattels comprised therein arise.’’ It 
appears from a footnote at the end (p. 506) of the report that no order 
was drawn up in pursuance of the judgment thus pace. the bill of 
gale being siereunhe held void (in accordance with Ez parte Stanford, Re 
Barber, 34 W. R. 507, 17 Q. B. D. 259), because expressed to be made 
the grantor as beneficial owner. From the language I have quoted it 
will be seen that the learned judge based his judgment both on the 
statutory right and also on the right by contract, to by the 
grantor in e interval between the making of the bill of sale and the first 
instalment becoming due. In the headnote of the report the statement 
is that it was ‘‘ held that the possession of the chattels by the bankrupt 
consistent with the terms of the deed, they were not in his - 
sion with the consent of the true owner.’’ The case was subsequently cited 
in support of the proposition that the order and disposition clause does not 
ly when the possession of the bankrupt is consistent with the terms of 
Ee charge in the case of Re Webber, Ex parte Slater (64 L. T. N. 8. 426), 
before Cave, J., in March, 1891, and that learned judge, in giving judg- 
ment, says (p. 427): “‘The third point’’ ea just 
) ‘was founded on a case of Re Staniey’’ (17 L. R. (Ir. ' 
487), ‘“‘ which I have some difficulty in understanding. It 
be founded on the dicta in two English cases, but, so far at events as 
the headnote in the Irish case is concerned, the case of Ez parte Hardi 
(L. R. 15 Eq. 223) shews that the headnote is contrary to the sottled 
rinciples of the law of bankruptcy.” The judgment of Miller, J., so 
— it is founded upon the right of the grantor under the contract to 
possession until an instalment becomes due, is, it seems to me, directly at 
variance with an earlier Irish case of Re James Murray, Ex parte Tickell 
(9 Ir. Ch. Rep. 281) decided in the year 1859 by Macan, J., then judge of 
the Court of Bankruptcy in Ireland. In that case a bill of sale of fur- 
niture was made to secure the _ of £160 payable by instalments 
of £20 every three months with interest at £6 per cent., and with a 
viso that the grantor should have the use and enjoyment of the 
ture so long as he should continue to pay the instalments regularly. 
The first two instalments were paid. Before the third fell due the grantor 
filed a declaration of insolvency upon which he was adjudicated repe’y 
and it was held that the furniture was in the order and disposition of 
bankrupt with the consent of the grantee, the true owner. Macan, J., in 
ving judgment (p. 283), said: ‘‘The argument was that the third 
ent not being due at the date of the act of permet pe J the real 
owner of the goods was not then entitled to take possession of them, and 
that therefore the goods could not be said to be in the cegeeee of the 
bankrupt with the consent of the true owner. Now, if that objection be 
valid, in every case where a mortgagee, according to the terms of his 
contract, allows the mortgagor to retain on of the goods up to the 
time of default, the goods should be held not to be in the order and dis- 
position of the bankrupt in case of an act of bankruptcy. committed 
previous to default. But the cases are quite conclusive on that point, and 


the result of such an agreement between a mi r and is 
that if the mortgagor become bankrupt before the time at w the 
mortgagee becomes entitled to the possession of the goods, they are 
forfeited under the order and disposition clause, and it is the folly of the 
mortgagee to place himself in such a position.’”? This decision with 


the settled law in England before 1878, as already stated by me, and I am 
urable to accept the judgment in Re Stanley as far as it is based on a 
different view of the law. N cteiihetenting ihe Mien seapes with which 
Tought to regard, and do regard, a j t of the Court, and 
especially of a judge in bankruptcy so e: ed as r, J., 1 am not 
bound by it: I am therefore at liberty, and it ie my duty, sitting here, 
to express my own opinion on the question of the Bills of Act, 1882, 
as regards thy law of reputed ownership in the present case. There are, 
I think, three observations which may be of assistance in for 
the present purpose the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. In the first place I 
observe that the statutory form in the schedule, in accordance with which 
the bill of sale must be made, introduced as part of the contract the 
proviso against seizure or possession. Therefore a bill of sale, according 
to the Act, contains a contract entitling the grantor to continue in 
eee until default, exactly as the right to retain m until 

ult would form part of the contract in an a 
cag agpeme J of the statute. No doubt there is added to the prohibition 
by the contract the statutory prohibition by section 7, but I do not see 
any difference for the present purpose between an act prohibited by 
contract and an act prohibited by statute, the acts ted in either 
case being identical, though penal consequences might be incurred in the 
one case which would not be incurred in the other. Section 7 may have 
been inserted on account of the proviso giving relief to the grantor in 
certain circumstances. But the matter of note is that the Act 
does not allow the prohibition to rest upon the statutory 
prohibition alone, but requires it to be by contract. In the 
place I find that the Act of 1882 leaves ‘‘the stipulated times or 
time of payment” to be fixed by the parties, and the right of 
seizure or m under the bill of sale is to arise in case of default in 
payment ‘‘at the time therein provided for pa t.” The result is 
that notwi ing the statutory restrictions grantor and grantee 
have perfect liberty to settle, as they might do in the case of an ordinary 
mortgage, when payment shall be made, and tly how long the 
grantor is to be entitled to retain ion, and w the grantee may 
seize or take possession. In the place, I notice that in the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, the right to seize or take possession is nowhere expressly 
conferred, but is treated as incidental to the assignment, subject: to a 
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farmer to have 
reputation of ownership was obtained by 
whether there was a Se ee description 
first bill of sale of the cows, calves, pigs, and fowls, and 
directing an account of what was due upon 
sale and an inquiry to what part of the 
entitled having regard to the decision, and 

to be dealt with accordingly.—Oounss., Muir Mackenzie, for the 
Frank Mellor, for the respondent. Soxtcrrons, Gibson, 
Pettit, Leighton Buzzard. 


{Reported by J. E. Aupous, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


October 26.—The vice-chairman, Mr. J. R. Yates, taking the chair, 
in’ debate 2 aidan 
a ee ee oe Se ee > 
members spoke on the motion : Dr. Herbert , and Messrs. 
Jackson, A. H. Richardson, N. Tebbutt, P. H. Edwards, 
Mr. Sherrington replied, and on a division 
vote. 
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LAW ‘STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 

LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Law Srupgnts’ Dssative Socrery.—Oct. 27.—Chairman, Mr. Oyril H. 
Pryor.—The subject. for debate “That in the public interest the 
Long Vacation should be curtailed.” Mr. F. W. a 
affirmative, and Dr. Herbert Smith opened in the negative. follow- 
ae : Messrs. Haseldene Jones, oy ech A. 
rpg gy a hak 
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customers. A receipt for the jewels is given by the bank, but no charge 
Staged telies paspating tvignmieen 4. capaci Girteaky togive 
a f +P g@ to come from A., e to 
the jewels to the bearer. Can A. sue B. & bo. for the loss he has sus- 
tained ?’’ Mr. F. Hindle, jun., and Mr. A. Calvert led for the — 
tiff. Mr. E. Riley, with Mr. R. Hilton, appeared for the d 
Messrs. Backhouse, Cooper, Ferguson, Marsden, T. R. Thompson, and 
Wolf also took part in the discussion, which lasted considerably over two 
hours. The Recorder then summed up, and said the point for discussion 
was whether the bankers ‘were bailees for reward or gratuitous bailees. 
But it might well be that the society would consider the bankers to ‘be 
bailees, and yet hold them liable. It was for the society to 
whether in their the bankers had used the care, skill, and 
diligence which they o: ly used in their business. In 
that question it must be remembered that the jewels were very valuable, 
and that — who presented the forged letter was a perfect 
to the . If they thought that the bankers had not used the 
aedltgune whits ioe from a gratuitous bailee, then it was not 
necessary to decide the question as to whether they were bailees for 
reward. On that point, however, he would like tosay that undou! 
it had been the practice of this bank to receive jewels and deeds for 
customers, and that it had been admitted that this practice was universal. 
That being so, he could not help thinking that this was accessory to the 
ordinery business, and if that was so, then the bankers were 
bailees for reward. The question was then put to the meeting and decided 
in the affirmative by a majority of six. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Drsso.vrions. 

Doveras Gartu and Wiitram Siiverwoop Corr, solicitors (Pemberton, 
Garth, & Cope), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, London. Sept. 1. 

Joun Masox Wriusams and Frepveric Nortucore Cuarpte, solicitors 
(Clements, Williams, & Chapple), 17, Gresham House, Old Broad-street, 
London. Oct. 10. [ Gazette, Oct. 28. 





GENERAL 


Mr, Justice Hawkins, Mr. Justice Wills, and Mr. Justice Kennedy have 
been appointed the election petition Judges for the ensuing year. 


The members of the North-Eastern Circuit gave a dinner on Wednesday at 
Willis’s Restaurant to His Honour, Judge Waddy, Q.C., upon his appoint- 
ment as County Court Judge at Sheffield. 


The sittings of the Railway and Canal Commission will commence on 
Tuesday, the 1st of December, when Mr. Justice Collins (the presiding 
Judge) and the Commissioners will have a heavy list of cases to deal with. 


From a Parliamentary Blue Book on joint-stock companies it appears 
that the total number of paid-up capital companies carrying on business in 
April, 1896, was 21,223, with a total capital of £1,145,402,993. 


It is now announced in the papers, confirming previous rumours, that a 
marriage has been arranged, and will shortly take place, between Mary 
Carolina, Dowager Duchess of Sutherland, and Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, M.P. 


A-writerin the Times says that in less than a year Lord Halsbury will 
have surpassed Lord Lyndhurst and Lord Cottenham’s terms of office. He 
has already exceeded the record of Lord Cranworth, Lerd Cairns, and Lord 
Selborne, each of whom had two terms of office. 


The following days have been fixed for the holding of the sessions for the 
urisdiction of the Central Criminal Court for the year :—November 16, 
ber 14, January 11, February 8, March 8, April 5, May 3, May 24, 

June 28, July 26, September 14, and October 25. 


The Times announces the death of Chief Justice William Adams 
Richardson, of the United States Court of Claims.’ In 1873 he became 
Secretary of the Treasury, but in the following year President Grant gave 
him a seat in the Federal Court, of which he was Chief Justice from 1885 
until his death. 


Upon Mr. Justice Charles taking his seat on Tuesday in Queen’s Bench, 
Court III., Mr. Sills, on behalf of the Bar, congratulated his lordship upon 
being now restored to health. Mr. Justice Charles, in responding, sald that 
he was extremely obli to the learned counsel for ‘his kind e BS 
It had been a great grief to him to be away from his duties, 
great pleasure to him to resume them. 


It is announced that the Lord Chancellor, after conferring with the Inns 

= Court oe ape eng eae 77 ane Bar =a and the Office of Works 
approved of a scheme by which the room — the Bar Library at 

the Ho Conrts of Justice has been granted for the double suiem ot 
extension of the library and a reading and writing or ‘‘ bar room,” for the 
use of members of the bar. The room will be opened as soon as the necessary 
fittings, furniture, &c., are completed. 

Lord Justice Kay, says the Times, has been 5 joa 
Daring his stay in Norfolk at the beginning of the 
suddenly unwell, and returned to town for the 


it was a 


for some time past. 
ong Vacation he became 
of consulting nis 


physician. His illness is a pe be — int gad which he was 
operated upop some years ago, and, in order that the specia symptoms might 
be wore satisfactorily treated, Lord Justice Kay has entered agin ae 


institution in Marylebone. Subsequent reports are favourable, 





The Irish Judges, says the Westminster Gazette, are not over-burdened © 
with work. On ers: | the Michaelmas Sitti commenced in Dublin, — 
On Tuesday, the second day of the Sittings, Sir Peter O’Brien, the Lord — 
Chief Justice of Ireland, was not delivering elaborate judgments to anxious — 
suitors. He was otherwise engaged, and oceupied a popes! armas not — 
on the Irish Jadicial Bench, but at the opening meeting of the Kildare Hunt, © 
A special correspondent of the /riskh Times thus describes the Lord Chief — 
Justice in the hunting field :—The Lord Chief Justice, on his liver chesnut, — 
was on his mark, and may we meet him and greet him, and bow obeisance te — 
him when we journey to Castletown. Hunting men, however, meet on an 
equality. Everyone is on a level in the hunting field. 


At the recent Northamptonshire Quarter Sessions, Earl Spencer, Lord — 
Lieutenant of the county, presented to Mr. Henry Philip Markham, 
Deputy Lieutenant, a handsome address congratulating him on completing — 
the 50th year of his services as Clerk of the Peace for the county. Mr, ~ 
Markham was appointed on the 22nd of October, 1846, in succession to hig” 
father. During the whole 50 years Mr, Markbam has only missed one Court 
of Quarter Sessions, and on that occasion he was absent through illness, 
The address was subscribed by 300 Northamptonshire gentlemen, including | 
all the nobility of the county, the county aldermen and councillors, and 
large proportion of the magistrates. The subscribers have commissioned Mr, 
Cope to paint Mr. Markham's portrait for presentation next year. 


The Times reporter in Court of Appeal No. 2, says that it was announced 
in the Cause List that that Division of the Court of Appeal would sit at 
2 o'clock on Monday. For some reason, however, of which no explanation 
was given, the Judges did not take their seats until after 3 o'clock. A 
number of Queen’s Counsel, members of the Junior Bar, and solicitors 
were engaged in the cases entered in the list for the day were waiting in the 
Court for more than an hour in doubt whether their cases would come on or not, — 
no intimation having been given that the Judges would not beable to sit at the © 
hour which had been appointed. Great inconvenience was also cansed by the — 
fact that the Carey-street entrance to the Courts, by which alone 
coming from Lincoln’s-inn, Chancery-lane, Gray’s-inn, New-court, and other 
places to the north of the Law Courts, can obtain direct access to the Courts — 
and Rebing-room, was closed some time before 2 o'clock, and was — 
closed till after 2. In consequence of this a large number of members of the ~ 
Bar, who desired to take their places in Court or to obtain access to the 
Robing-room, were kept waiting in the street. 

At the Marylebone Police Court on the 23rd inst., says the Times, there 
was a case where the driver of a hansom cab was summoned by a gentleman 
living at Earl’s-court for demanding 2d. more than his fare. The fare was 
1s. 6d. and a portmanteau and a bicycle were carried. The gentleman 
the cabman 2s., and the cabman asked for 2d. more, saying that he was 
entitled to 6d.'for a bicycle. The 2d. was paid him, as he refused to allow 
the portmanteau to be taken from the cab, The cabman told the i 
that his cab, which cost over £80, had been damaged by the bicycle. Mr. 
Curtis Bennett said that no cabman to a bicycle. It must 
be a matter of arrap tween the cabman pger. 
decision had been given in a recent railway case that a bicycle was not 

al | It was a matter of special contract what should be charged 
or ing a bicycle. T. ial contract in this case, 
and the cai 
the 2. he received in excess, but he should give no costs. The cabmen 








Oct. 


HIGE 


is e would have to return ~ 


at once handed over the 2d., and it was returaed to him, amid laughter, by | 


the complainant. 


The following are the arrangements made by the Judges of the Queen’s ~ 


Bench Division for the transaction of business during the Mic 


sittings :—The Lord Chief Justice will proceed with the trial of actions from 


Tuesday next until the 6th of November, when he goes on the Oxford Circuit 
until the end of the sittings ; Mr. Baron Pollock proceeded on the South- 
Eastern Circuit on Monday last, and will not return until about the Srd of 
December, when he will sit with a Divisional Court; Mr. Justice Hawkins 
will sit with a Divisional Court all-the sittings ; 


Mr. Justice Mathew ~ 


proceeded on the North and South Wales Circuits on Tuesday last, where he — 


will stay until about the 1st of December, and on his return will attend at 
Judges’ Chambers ; Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice Charles will try actions 


all the sittings ; Mr. Justice Day will be at Judges’ Chambers until the 10th ~ 


of November, when he 
will sit with a Di 


on the Midland Circuit ; Mr. Justice Grantham ~ 
nal Court until he proceeds on the North-Eastern — 


Circuit on the 16th of November ; Mr. Justice Wills will go on the ~ 
Western Circuit, and on his return on the 1st of December he will sit — 


with a Divisional Court ; Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams will take ——— 
winding-up cases and Bankruptcy business until he joins the North- 


Circuit - the 2nd of wt ggpersen” ; Mr. pret a goa Raced try actions ~ 
durin e sittings, with attendances at * Cham ae : 
‘ t ort the whole of ; 


Mr. Justice Wright will sit with a Divisional Court duri 


sittings; Mr. Justice Collins will try commercial causes and will sit with the © 


Railway and Canal Commission when 


required ; Mr. Justice Bruce will try © 


actions until he proceeds on the Northern Circuit on the 2nd of November ; j 


and Mr. Justice Kennedy will be absent on the Northern Circuit during 
the whole of the sittings. 








Exrract rrom a Lecture on “ Foons,’”? Dr. Anpnew Wris0on.—** The 


I say ‘happily,’ 
increase in the 


susceptible to colds to fortify themselves against chill by attention to 


food. The easiest of eff this end for many is to substitute 
cocoa (Epps's being the most atettbonn) for tea and coffee.” —{ Apvr.] 


a 


a0 


saan. Winter, besides, is close upon us, and I advise those who are ~ 


The B 
May 24, 
‘Rece sea! 
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COURT PAPERS. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Micuaztmas Srrrmes, 1896. 
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HIGH OOURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Micuaztmas Srrrines, 1896. 
Spzcrat Parsr. 


For Argument. 

In re an Arbtn between the Trustees of de ahr and ve fy a Navi. 
gation and the East Suffolk County oT 18h t heard before Baron 
Pollock and Mr Justice Kennedy, Fane no 1 Special 

In re an Arbtn between Houston & tee Suantara’ 8 Steamship 


Younghusband v Metropolitan District Co Sp 

in roan Arn otworGudbine €ane and The La sciegeamasots- 
and The Great Eastern Railway Co 

Miles € unr vThe Queen (to be taken with Hevenwe 

Clark (on behalf, &c) vy The Rochford District the County of 
Essex Special case 

The Mayor, &c, ot Achton-susien-Lean °F ame Snes aoe 

ag tn —. between Kempf and Insurance Guarantee 

rpn, Special case 

In re Arbtn between William Hamilton & Co and E F & W Roberts 

Special case 
Oproszp Mortons. 


For Argument. 
In re a Solicitor, Expte In Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor, Expte Ellis (s o for Law Soc to rt) 
The Attorn one -Gen v Wright beret pow, tea action) 
In re a Solicitor, aoe ee 
In re Same, Expte Same 
Murdock & anr v Mayor, &c, of 
In re a Solicitor, Expte Law Soc 
In re an Arbtn between Wm Lewis and Nathaniel Price Cameron 
Edwards v Woodhams & Co 

Crown Parzr. 


For Argument. 

Jarrow MclInany v Hildreth magistrate’s case 

Lancashire The Queen v Bretherton & ors, jj. & ward (expte Mann) 

8 a in on Denes Long & court plts 
urrey, be v ors county 

Middlesex, Marylebone Stanbridge v Firbank county court » 

Lancashire Commrs, &c. of Port of Lancaster v Overseers, &c. of Barrow- 
in-Furness quarter sessions special case both sides app 

London The Scien v Justices of County of Londen te (expte Kerfoot) 
nisi for mandamus to hear app 

Carnarvonshire London & North Western Ry Co v Llandudno Improve- 
ment Commrs quarter sessions 12 & 13 Vict, ¢ 45, sll 

Middlesex Bridge v. Howard Magistrate’s case 

Same, Clerkenwell Everett v. Thorby county court plts app 

Gloucestershire, Cheltenham Hillen v. Curtis county court dfts app 

Herefordshire, Leominster Davies v. Trewin oe court plts app 

Met Pol Dist Shields vy Howard Magistrate’s 

Dotedies "Tus Quen +a & J apie terete Commas 

he Queen v we & ors, 
out bradwal yo = Metropolitan se P court 
organshire, Swansea v Petters county 

Defendant’s appeal 

bir inp Ripon Redmore v Morrison & Mason county court Defen- 

t’s ap 

Northamptonshire, Wellingborough Cutlan (trading, &c) v Dawson & 
Son county court dfts’ app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Williams & anr v Stoltz county court plfts app 

Middlesex, B Bloomsbury Swain maar county court plfts app 

Kent Fowle v Fowle 8 case 

Yorkshire, Leeds Roberts v Security Co ay ant defts app 

Salford Catterall v Carse hundred court defts app 

Cornwall Blatchford v Hayes magistrate’s case 

Worcestershire The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Worcester nisi for manda- 
mus to obey order of Local Government it Board 

Southampton ania is ebm rata ct gest nisi for manda- 
mus to cause to be consecrated 

Peterborough v Gaches 8 case 

Bedfordshire Teale v Harris magistrts® case 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Brown & International Leather Co county 
court defts app 

Devonshire, Newton Abbott & Torquay Englehardt v Farrant & Oo and 
anr county court deft Lipton’s app 

Middlesex, lebone Hancock v Aytoun county court deft’s app 

Same Samev Same county court ee 


Met Pol Dist V. 7'St John, Hackuey + Yhutton magistrate’ 
Essex, Brenbwood reubwood Lavender ¥ "Johnson (Johason clmt) county court 
8 8 


Yorkshire, Halifax Patchett & Sons v Herdieckerhoff county court deft’s 
app 
Devon; Wi 
IV. ¢, 6,8 bry ead quarter sessions specialcase 7 & 8 Geo. 
Same iam v leak quarter Sessions special case 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 53, 


s. 84 (excise) 
(To be continued.) 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reoistaans 1x Atreypance oF 


Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
eeecevoueste 2 Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Me. Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriaiixs. Kexewron. Romen. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pem! 
Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
i n Rolt ard 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 














Warnino To rntenptnc House Purcuasrrs anp Lessess.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Certer Bros ), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov. 3.—Messrs. Desexuam. Tewson, Farmer, & BatpGewarer, at the Mont, the City 
Freehold Property, 71 and 72, Ludgate Hill, together with 1, 3, 6, 7, 9, and I, 
Ludgate Arcade (the whole east side), rental "value £1,230 per annam. Solicitors, 
Messrs. James White & Leonard, London. Also Perpetual Freehold Rent Charge 
of £80 per annum, secured upon 13 houses at Enfield, producing over £350 per 
annum, Solicitors, Messrs. Barfield 2 Barfield, London. (See advertisement, 
p. 23, to-day’s issue.) : 

Nov. 4.—Meesrs, Eowix Fox & Bovsrretp at the Mart, at 2. Freehold Ground Rents 

,000 secured upon Twenty-three Blocks of Warehouse Property in Aldersgate- 
street, and Manchester-avenue, City, with reversions in 67 years to the Rack 
Rentals of £4,746. Solicitors, Messrs. Newman, Paynter, Gould, & Williams, 
London. (See advertisement p. 22, this day’s issue.) 

The Leasehold Premises, 24 and 25, Queen Victoria-street, City. Rental £1,300 

annum, Ground Rent £467. Solicitors, Messrs. Walter Webb & Co., London. 
See advertisement, p. 3, Oct. 10.) 

The Absolute Reversions, on the death of a gentleman, aged 64 years, as under :— 
To one vy of a legacy of £10,000 in Railway Debenture Stocks, valued at 
saeee nd to a moiety of one-fourth of residuary estate in Consols and Indian 

Railway ‘Apauiny B, valued at £37,896. Solicitors, Messrs. Meade-King & Son, 
(See advertisement, p. 22, this day’s issue.) 


Nov. posal H. E. Fostss & CRanFiIztp, at the Mart, at 2— 
REVERSIONS viz. 

To Trust Fund of £4, 000 Midland Railway Three per Cent. Debenture Stock ; 
life, lady, 65. Solicitors, Messrs. Owston, Dickinson, & Simpson, Leicester ; 
Messrs Crowders & Vizard, London, 

To Moiety of Funds in Court, valued £5,147, and one-fourth Real Estate, valued 
£17,000 ; life, lady, 43. Solicitors, Messrs. Holdsworth & Payne, London. 

To three Legacies £3,000 each, with other legacies amounting to £31,000 out of 
Trust Estate valued at £30,000 on death or remarriage of lady, 67, ‘subject to 
survival of lives 25, 23, and 21, and attaining 25 years; also Policies in Law 
Life Uffice for £9, 000, "Solicitor, H, Stanley-Jones, Esq., London, 

To £200 —— payable out of a fund of £500 secured* on Railway Debentures ; 
life, lad ws 72. Solicitors, Messrs. Ashburst, Morris, Crisp, & , London. 
Toa sum of £1,500 Cash, secured upon Property in Suffolk valued at £5,000 ; life, 

lady, 69. Solicitors, Messrs. Perkins & Weston, London. 

To one-ninth of a Trust’ Estate, in property, Government, Railway, and Stocks, 
valued at £18,000; life, gentleman, 74. Solicitors, Messrs. Rogers, Hartley, 
& Bastard, London. 

To one-seventh of a Moiety Trust Funds in Stocks, valued at £25,000 ; life, lady, 
82. Solicitors, Messrs, Walker, Son, & Field, London. 

To one-third of £803 178, 2d. Consols ; life, lady, 72, oo ge lady, aged 45, 
survives. Also policy for £200, premium of £3 6s. 10d. Bolicitor, W. B. 
Styer, Esq., London. 

To one-eleventh Share of Life Estate, Consols, Railway Stock, and Property, 
valued at £11,000; life, ladv, 65. Solicitor, W B. Styer, Esq., don 

To one-ninth of £3, 333 6s. 8d. Consols, with interest, provided Senati dies 
intestate ; lady, 73, and lunatic lady, 57. Also one-ninth of £500 Consols, with 
interest, on decease intestate of said lunatic, provided reversioner, 30, 
survives. Solicitors, Messrs. Crosse & Sons, London, 

To one-fourth Proceeds of Four Houses at Kingston, valued at £120 annum; life, 
seine. 70, subject to life, gentleman, 48, surviving. Also Life Interest, 

poe life of the above. Solicitors, Messrs. Wilkinson, Howlett, & Wilkinson, 


LIFE INTEREST: = 
“ in a 578 Stock; also Policies for 2500 each. Solicitors, Messra. E. C. 
Behe Son, London. 
FREEHOLDS :— 
6, Cowcross-street, producing £7 
London. 


LIFE POLICIES :— 
sums amounting with bonuses to over £11,200 in various Offices, eS 
i? Eardley Holt, Hulbert, & Hubbard, E. A. T. Breed, Esq. a 
am ye Messrs. Crosse & Sons, Messrs. Holt, Beever, & Co., all of ete Sa ; 
and J. 3. Williamson, Esq., Deal. (See advertisement, p. 21, of this 


Solicitors, Messrs. Robinson, May, & Elliot, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Oct. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Luorep 1x Caancery. 


Averao-Huxoaniax Peraotevm Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 
20, to send their names and addresses, f their de! to Mr 


and particulars of bts or claims, to 
Alexander Carse (of the firm of John Adamson, Son, & Co), 10, Norfolk st, 
Costeker, Darwen, solor to liquidator 
are required, on or before Dec 4, to send their 


J. ALLIsox & Co, Laurrep 


and addresses, and particulars of their debts i 
Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria st, Phelps & Go, 22, Aldermaabury 
aay pre As ete AND ep pe Co, ee > re 
‘ov and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Boy a ation Walten, Old Market pl, Bary” Lancs 
particulars of their dobes 


Orros Kops Diamowp Mines, Limrrep (1x nes pen om 
before Dec rep to send th: and addresses, and 
claims, to Edward B. Woodford, 10, ee Minet & Oo solors to liquidators 


ors to liquidator 


eir names 


Surrey Coorerace, Laurran— CneGitoms , on or before Nov 4, to send their 
gymes end atoemes, ant tho partindans of ae ee to Walter Allautt a 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Wick Batpce Royat Farexosuip Society, Carpenters’ Arms Inn, Wick Bridge, Wick 
and Abson, Gloucester. Oct 14 
London Gasette-—Tuxspay, Oct. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrrep 1 Caancerr. 


Araicay Cowrracts Sonponssnen, Luarep—Petn for Ay up, presented Oct 24, ~ 
Green, Chancery lane, 


aes . be = on W 
Ere aft afternoon of Nov 3 
Acurance Contractine Co, a for winding up, presented Oct 23, directed to 
be heard on ~— 4. Dade & Copthall avenue, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abo seeaeel not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 3 
Brieuineuam anv Dietaiot Layp Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 
30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Taylor, 95, Colmore row, Birmingham. Rowlands & Co, Birmingham, solors 
for liquidator 
Bartisa Faycrer, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed to be heard 
Nov 4. Morse Hewitt & Farman, 37, Walbrook, solors for petnrs. Notice for appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 3 
Carterton Cycis Works, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to to Wm. RB. 
Taylor Carr, Monument House, Monument sq, liquidator 


y, Nov4. Bradley & solors to 
ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


Horet Merrorore, Scarsorover, Liaireo—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 21 
directed to be heard Nov 4. Radford & Frankland, 40, Chancery In, ts for Birdsall 
Bank chmbrs, Scarboreugh, solors for ers. Notice of appearing must 


& Cross, 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 3 

K.erxsporP Bea a Limirep—Petn for og up, presented Oct 21, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, Nov 4. Beall & Co, Throgmorton House, Covthall avenue, solors 
for the petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 

o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 3 

“Lorp Gover” Sreamsuie Co, Lusrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edm und 
Taylor, Tower bldgs, Water st, Liverpool 

Prarie Steam Scxrew Towixe Co, Limirrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars «f their debts or claims, to William 
Frederick Dunn, Newport, Mon Liewellyn & Moore, Newport, Mon, solors for the 
liquidators 

R. P. Saort & Co, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to Theodore Firminger, 
113, London Wall. Mills & Co, 2, Brunswick pl, City rd, solors for liquidator 

Sourn Beaca LaXp anv Buitpine Corporation, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pi 
sented Oct 24, directed to be heardon Nov1l. Mitchell, 140, Leade vhall st, agent for 
Willeock & Taylor, Welverhampton, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 

reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Op Friexpiy Society or Dartey, Square and Compass Inn, Darley Bridge, Derby. 
et 14 


Raoxppa anp Poytyrrivp Distaior Juvemite Saerpaerps Sick 1. eee Society , 
Washington Coffee Tavern, Station st, Porth, wet an Glam. 
Sawet Beyerirt Socigety, Red Lion Ion, Llansawel, dilo, th he Oct 14 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
London Gazette—Fauipay, Oct. 23. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Aves, Saapracn, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Farmer Nov28 A Kent & Son, Norwich 
Brasy, Joux, Tunbridge Wells Dec4 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
Brazier, Caarces, Southampton, Plumber Decl Newman, Southampton 


Cuaypuer, Gzorge, Sutton, Surrey, Coal Merchant Nov 30 Pettiyer & Pearkes, College ~ 


Coorzr, Rosert Saver, Upton Park, Builder Nov 23 Kilsby & Son, College hill 
Corrox, ALrrep, Bow Nov 14 Medwin, London Wall 

Corrox, Wituiam Epwry, Slaithwaite, York Dec10 Mills & Co, Huddersfield 
Dar, Tuomas Ciarx, Huddersfield, Merchant Feb14 Woodhead, Huddersfield 
Escomse, Eomunp, Kensington Nov 30 Aston, Gresham House 

Gaezeraam, Wit11am Veart, Southsea Nov 30 Marshall, Southsea 

Hammuonp, Axprew Roseet, Buluwayo April10 Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sq 


Hayxs, Tuomas, Birmingham, Coal Merchant Nov 3) Tyler & Deighton, Birmingham © : 


Hit, Janez, Studley, Warwicks, Needle Manufacturer Nov 2i Tunbridge, Redditch 
Hii, Marty, Holloway Nov 30 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 

Jackson, Exizasetu, 8t James sq, Notting hill Dec1 Stephens & Son, Orchard st 
Jouxsox, Hanger, Boston, Lincoln Nov9 Learoyd & Co, Coleman st 

Ketty, Eowarp Ropert, Kensington Dec10 Scott & Co, Queen st 

Krrz, Hexny Tsomas, Mortimer rd, Kingsland Novi7 Minshall & Co, Chancery lane 
Lawp, Jom» Fuiiarrox, York, Surgeon Decl Gardam, Hull 

Moca, Emma Nov 20° Bishop, Bridgwater 

Pansons, James Dea, Berkeley, Gloucester Dec 1 Scott, Berkeley 

Paestox, Hexry, Holloway Dec15 Mellows, Fenchurch blidgs 

Ricu, Cusment, Somerset Nov 20 Bishop, Bridgwater 

Rosinson, Joun Peres, Oxford st, Silk Mercer Nov 30 Oaprons & Co, Saville pl 
Ropuine, Hargiet, Tottenham Nov7 Pedley & Co, Bush In 

Summons, Wititam, Sidney rd, Bowes Pk Nové Barber & Son, Swithins ln 
Wuusttex, Tuomas, Exeter Novl4 Gidley & Caunter Exeter 





to Mr Charles Lee 
re required, on 3 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fautvar, Oct. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aovst, tog Joszra Emutts, Albemarle st, Club Pro- 
Court Pet Oct 2i Ord Oct 21 
ecieamats, Josuvua, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 20 


fanm., Hewry, Leicester,Grocer Leicester Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 20 


inom EMANUEL, nin Rowe ae Mon, Pawnbroker Newport, 
— yn Chaseto » stat Draper Walsall 

Brooxes, ALFRED, wn, 8, 

Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Catver, Frep, Pakenham, Suffolk, oe Bury 8t 
Edmunds Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 1 

CHAMBERLAIN, CuaRrLes, West Bromwich, Baker West 
Bromwich Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 19 

Cuarrgaty, Jouy, Smethwick, - wee Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2 

Craxtox, Tuomas, Ely, Cambs, Farmer King’s Lynn 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 19 

Cones, Moses, Tunbridge Wells, Furniture Dealer Cardiff 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 20 

Coxaty, Taomas, Hazlewood, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 


Coox, Joun Witson, Sunderland, Commission Agent Sun- 
derland Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Coxe, Joun Frepericx, Grappenhull, ares Labourer 

Warrington Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 

Da.es, Pearson, Gt Grimsby, Fruit Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

De Jacosowicz F, Hatton —— Pearl Dealer High 
Court Pet Aug27 Ord Oct 2 

Garsipe, Jasez, Oldham, Baker Oldham Pet Oct 20 Ord 
Oct 20 


Geppes, Wit.14m, South Shields, Provision Dealer New- 
castie on Tyne Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Green, Georce Nosiz, Middlesborough, a Merchant 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 1 

Harvey, Georce Louis, Cockington, on Tailor 
Exeter Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

ones, Rosgat Tuorps, ae Cab Proprietor Hali- 
fax Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 

Kersaaw, Henrv, Moss, nr Doncaster, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet’Oct 19 Ord Oct 1 

Joxes, James Denis, ee, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 21 Ord’ Oct 2 

Lez, Gzorez, Teignmouth Exeter Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 
21 


Lizws.iyx, Henry, Stroud, Fishmonger Gloucest'r Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 : 

Masters, + ie Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Oct 2 
Ord Oct 19 

Merritt, Faepericx, Merton, Coachbuilder 
Croydon Pet Oct 13 Ord Ost 1 

Mi.ts, Owes, Long Itehingvon, “Warwick, Carpenter 
Warwick Pet Oct 21 Ora Oct 

Pansons, ArTnuR AvERY aninghes, Berks, Grocer 


Oxford Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Peco, Joux, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Pct Oct 21 
Ord Oct 21 


Saunpers, Bensamtn, jun, Shimpling, eae Poultry 
Dealer Ipswich Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2 

Savers, Joun, Brighton, Confectioner Bris ees Pst Oct 
19 Ord Oct ly 

Suirn, Tom Tnogp, Great 114 Labourer Great 
Grimsby Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 

Sravxcer, Joun, Bothel, Cushedend, Lime Burner Cock- 
ermouth Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 19 

Sricatine, ALrrep Caaries, Whitechapel rd, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Uct 2u 

Tay.on, Josern, Halifax, Cart Driver Halifax Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 

Tuacker, Joun, Cleethorpes, Grocer GtGrimsby Pet Oct 
20 Ord Oct 20 

Tuomas, Ann, Swansea High Court Pet Oct 19 Ord 
Oct 19 


7 


Towxrow, Artaus Ricamonp, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct21 Ord Uct 21 

Trickett, Tuomas, Weston, Crewe, Farmer Nantwich 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Tre, Wittiam Kisscer, Darlaston, Staffs, Licensed Victu- 
aller Walsall Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Watts, A.raep, Lower Halling, nmr Rochester, Baker 
Rochester Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Wituiiams, Joux Davin, srecon, Saddle Maker Newtown 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Wixpsorn, Wittiam, Mitcham, Surrey, Builder Croydon 
Pet Uct 19 Ord Ocs 19 

Woopatt, Georer, Woodville, Leics, Joiner Burton on 
Trent Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct i9 

yenme, Joszru, Worcester Worcester Pet Oct 16 Ord 

16 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Uct 13: 


Mitwanrp, Besser, Settan, Surrey, Builler Croydon Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Oct 6 


PIRST MEETINGS. 


Aoust, Pierre Josern Emice, Albemarle st, Club Pro- 
prietor Oct 30 at 12 Bax kruptcy 7 bldge, ¢ Carey st 
Biowatt, Jous, Bin Birmingham Nov 3 at 11 23, Colmore 


irmingham 

Baxer, J W, Featherstune bidgs, mere Builder Oct 
30atll Off 78, Castle st, Can ~~ 

Busue.i, Cuartes Wit.14m, Birley Carr, ¥ Oct 30 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Coyaty, Tuomas, Hazlewood, Yorks, Farmer Nov 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 28, Si te, York 

Cooxs, eae, Seeclles Nov4 at 11 23, 
Colmore ro 


Cow.ey, pte d Fuerte, Ouhaats Cheshire, Machine 
Merchant Oct 30 at 3.30 8 chmbrs, Bridge st, 





Cross, Tuomas, and W. Builders 
Dawson, Wiss Ww. ors on the’ Naze, Physician 

Nové at 12 Cups Hota Colchester 
Hewazy Avousros Fasoericx, Southampton, 





Oct 30 at 12.30 = Rec, Salisbury 
Daaos, Wiit1am Hicxmax, Northampton, Pawnbroker 
Nov 2 at 12.30 County Const Northampton 
eg obey Bag Crudwell, Baker Nov 2 
at 11.80 Off Rec, a vanes as af 
Tuomas, Glam, Draper 30 
High st, Merthyr 
GraytHax, Eowrx, rowan. 5 Outfitter Oct 31 
ati2 Of lof W 
Gaeex, Grorce Iron Merchant 
Nov 3 at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, rough 


Harvey, Groner Louis, Cockington, Torquay, Tailor Nov 
.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cres, 
Oct 30 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, 


Halifax 
Jerreeys, pesmanntt, oS Abercarn, Farmer ee at 12 Off 
Rec, Gloucester bank 


chmbrs, Ne 
Jounsox, Sipxgy Eppes, Mark lane Lyx 12 Bank- 


outh Nov6 at 10.45 Of Ree, 13, 
Exeter 


4 # W, Coachbuilder 

Oct $1 at 11.16 Of Reo, B ewport, I of 'W 

Moss, Jamu vil Engineer “fost 380 at 11.30 
Of Ree, 7 78, Castle st, pS on 

Rose, James, Lianrothal, Herefords, Farmer Nov? at 12 
Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs Newport, Mon 

Sueartya, Morris, Donn Varweed. D drsets, Baker Oct 30 at 1 
Off Rec, Salis’ 

Siumoxps, Cxantes Epwarp, Shanklin, I of W, Coach Pro- 
prietor Nov 2at11.15 Off Rec, Newport, lof W 

eng Turnect B, Northumberland avenue Oct 30 
atl 


ite Care: 
4 meer, oernail Torkard, Notts, Builder 
otting- 


ry) 
Les, Groner, 
Bedford 


Lose, Francrs Taorntox, R 


Srainrorta, Erseaim, H 
Oct 30 at 12 Off Hea, Bt Peter's Chuxch walk? Ni 


ham 
Seomes, 3 Ricaarp Georce, Lower Broughton, Salford Oct 
30 at 2.30 Ogden’s climbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Sure, Tuomas, Aldershot, Jeweller Oct 30 at 12 2% 
way apprch, Lond 


ver Nov 2 at 11.30 
een Davio, Pon’ ae, Builder Oct 30 at12 66, 


h 

Suseaees, Pirpetn s Bo ag Ely, Cambs, Saddler Oct 30 at 12 
Off Reo, 5, Petty Cury, 

Waker, Ricnarp Joun, Swindon, Wilts, Baker Nov 2 at 
11 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade 


46, 
Wasspame, Fons, Luton Oct 30 at 12 Off Rec, St Paul’s 


8q, Bedford 

Wap, Tomas, Knutsford, Ches, Labourer Oct 30 at 2.15 
Ugden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchest =r 

Warts, Aurrep, Lower ae, Bost Rochester, Baker Nov 
1G at 11.15 115, High st, Roc! 

Wuire, Watrer ALExanpge Baty ", 5 RES Swansea, 
Brickmaker Oct 30 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Aickastien oe 
Swansea 

Wituis, Eowarp Apert, U , Essex Oct 30 at3 
95, Temple chmbrs, Tem) 

Wisvust, Cuances, Tootin Seeney ee 2at 12.30 2, 
Railway approach, », London, 

Wirueas, Sanvet Minter, W: 

— aoa bage 


Nov 2 at 11. ~ 24, arceater"O npprosch, Lo 


Yates, Joseru, 
ote aan tag 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asn, Apaanam, and Wititiam Wixyarpo, Walsall, Brown 
Saddlers Walsall Pet 30 Ord Oct 15 
Basinotos, Josauva, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 20 


20 
Baxer, J W, Fy em ed Holborn, Builder Can- 
10 Oct 16 


BELFIgLD, aly icester, Grocer Leicester Pet Oct 19 
Ord Oct 20 
Broom, Euanvugn, Ni rt, ey Pawnbroker Newport, 
Mon Pet Oct 20 Ord Uct 
Buregss, Witiiam Boorta, eet, nor 
Biacksmi Macclesfield Pet Sept24 Ord Oct 19 
Burreus, Caantes Wit.iam, Cobridge, Staffs Hanley 
cusgeh Hus Pekecbam, Sa, Dacketh Dury 8 
ALVEeR, dor ye en. 
Edmunds Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 17 


Carrey, CurisTroruer + amma Eastbourne Eastbourne 


Ci Ts on ee f El b ii F. 
Laxtos, THomas, o Cam widgeds re, Farmer 
‘3 Lynn Pet Oct 17 Gra Oct ’ 
Haslewood, Yorks, ‘= York Pet 
1 

Coox, Joux Witsox, Seanderland, Cummission A 
Sunderland Pet Oct 16 Ord Uct 17 = 

Cooks, Joun egy = hall, Cheshire, Labourer 
Warri' ‘et Oct 21. Ord Oct 21 

Coors, Eywaro, Walsall, Horse Dealer Walsall Pet 

D. bana hay ang ~ 1 Fruit Merchant Great 

ALES, 

Grimsby, | Pet Oct 19 Ord Get 19 

Gansiws, Janez, Oldham, Baker Oldham Pet Oct 20 
Ord Vet 20 


Grpp —— eaiam, Goa 


Guasruany How, incon, I of W, Outfitter New- 
eal dasaon Nos.e, 2 eee, 5 Iron 
er ce Ocs Ord 
Harvey, Gronos 18, Cockington, Torquay, Tailor 
Cab Proprietor Halifax 


Coyxaty, Taom 
Oct 19 O: 


oan ‘Ord Oct 17 
Hvuones, Rosert Tuorrs, Halifax, 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 





axes, oo oe fPael, Glos, Fishmonger Gloucester 
denies Perec ae 
nam, See ta, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 


aa 3 —— Civil Engineer Canterbury Pet 
Nawrox, Aura Savage gins High Court Pet Sept 14 
Parson: ti Ordos Oxford 
Pras, Jony, Pet Oct 21 
woe, Jom, Publican Cambridge 


ser apes Sens, Gietey, Seliee Shrewsbury Pet July 


Reivorace, Caagces Ay ey’ Bournemouth, Hotel Pro- 
8 ee ee ¥ Sept 27 ~ ae 
Au =p a 
Dealer’ Ine A Bot a 
SHAcKLeTOx, i durwon, Birstall, ae Tailor 
Pet Oct 8 Ord 
warp Eryest Timmins, Tividale, Staffs 
Pet Uct Oct 1 


Epwis 
Bristol 


Susntos, 


Simmons, 


Sraxonn, Jou, Sal pane. 


Sricuutne ode. va) Man rd, Tobacconist 

otters 

Tayor, Josern, Halifax, Cart Driver Halifax Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 


Taacker, Jony, Cleethorpes, Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 
20 Ord Oct 20 


Tavnsort, O.tver Joux, Ely, rm Saddler Maker 
Cam Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 21 

Towxrow, Arruve  allines Southtown, Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 21 

eee ss eee Crewe, Farmer Nantwich 


baer er a 8t inte on Thames Brentford 


Ord Oct 20 
Warts, Tice, Lower Halling, Rochester, Baker 
Rochester Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 19 
—— Coal Merchant 
Pet Oct 20 
War 


Wattee Fete Bas, ddenaemtich, Swansea, 
Neath Pet ay 26 (rd Oct 21 

Woes oo Albans, Herts St Albans 

Woes a a ville, pletion, Joiner Burton 

Yates, aa Wessmer' Wacatee Pet Oct 16 Ord 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 13: 
Harritip, Atserr Daviv, Lanéport, Hants, Bake 
Portsmouth Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 8 


London Gazette. Tuxsvay, Oct. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apaues, Henry Corverius, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 

Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
ar > * muazees Chichester Brighton Pet Oct23 Ori 
Baxrer, EB, Leicester Leicester Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 23 
Baxrer, Grone China Merchant N 

*fon” Pet Oct’ en Ord Oe 2 a 
Banged, Sansom, Bath, Dentist Bath Pet Oct 22 
Baysox, Gronor, Woolston, Hants Winchester Pet Oct 
B M F oeadig- Sow Kent, Licensed Victualler Rochester 
ANKS, JO %, pet, Ken 

Caine ane ! p eedbraedy | Stoke Newington, Florist Edmon- 

- 

Bet Oct 22, Urd Oct 22 
Cunaven, ey Epsom Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept 
Convent eg - RS and Gsoros Butter, Worcester, 
‘oal Merchante Worcester Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 2 

Reem wri baa and Wane E my . 

Lt Bradford 


Pet Oct Ord Oct x2 
Frrres, Matracw aaasaneee. Sutton 


; Seas $51 ¥, Rear orprt 
‘RAMPTON. RT, e 

Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 . 

Gasser, Marx 


caterer Ge the 
Pet Oot 22’ Ord Oor 22 


Gaimenaw, Joun, , Bleacher Ashton under 
2 Oct 21 
Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 





Hoayee, Jonx, York, Boot Maker York Pet Oct22 Ord 


Jongs, Bexsamix RicuarD, Llangollen, Baker Wrexham 
Pet Oct 24 ‘Ord Oot 24 


wi Pet Oct 22 Ord Vct 22 


) Mayxan, Epsusp Wintian, ond Fexoenice Jous Haxp- 
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James Maittanp Hoanz, 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 23 
Moornovsz, Epwanrp, sae, Gardener 


Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 
Mosoax, Watrer, Areley Kings, Worcester, Licensed 
Victualler dermi 


Kidderminster Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
ee nen, Grocer Truro Pet Oct 23 
ow Cnaries, Manchester Manchester Pet Oct 
22 
pane New- 
on 
Poxp, Revser, Kingston, | iitins Portncuth Pet Oct 
hente Orie Ht Liverpool, Outfitter Li l 
prz, James Hepnven, Liv verpoo! 
Ru Lacking? Ort eaicd Pontypridd, Collier Ponty: 
CHA’ AVID, _ or er Ponty- 
ida” Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 ‘ 
—o Groner, Blackheath Greenwich Pet Oct 22 Pet 
Rosiysox, poeeeeeen, oo Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Oct Ord Oct 
W G Seat & Go 3, ule, 1 Lanes, Monumental Masons 
Manchester Oct 1 Ord Oct 22 
Sirveemay, M P, gh LIA rd High Court Pet Oct 2 
Tao Win M F Ni 
s, Wiiitam, , Mon, Farmer ewport, 
on ‘Pet Oct 24 Ord Cet 24 
x, Gzoroe Hewry, Bradford, Yorks, Plumber 
Bradford Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Titzzy, Sauvet Yanviey, Kilburn, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
West, Roszrt, Brampton, Suffolk, Blacksmith Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Wuirriver, Jonw ary Oswestry, Printer Wrexham 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2 


22 Ord Oct 2 
Pineiz, Rosgrt Rerp, oe on 
castle on Tyne Pet 


Amended notice cited for that weatehed in the 
London Gazette of Feb. 2: 
Waiout, Watter Ciemenr, Feaene. lta Wands- 
worth Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Joun, Strood, Kent, Licensed Victualler Nov 16 
at 10.45 115, High st, 
Bartow, Ervest ng Gases, Oldham, Chemist Nové4at3 Off 
Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Biscuorswenper, Hevewa, iy bg, Carey . General Dealer Nov 
Sat 11.30 Bankrup' 
——_, hye aM Deore’ Prostar, Ch Cheshire, Blacksmith 
at 11 Off Rec, 23, st, M 





CaTre.t, CarisToPHER eatige Eastbourne Nov 3 at 
Coles & Sons, , Eastbourne 


Cage, Fae, Ely, — bs, Farmer Nov 11 at 11.30 
"s 
Corrock, Juco, & Co, , Merchants Nov 10 at 11 
or 29, st, 
Crawsuaw, Jon, Wakefield, Tailor Nov3atii Off Rec, 
Bond akefield 


Dares, Pranrsox, Gt Grimsby, Fruit Merchant Nov 4 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Houpixe, romans Heyy, Carmarthen, Wine Merchant 
Nov 3 at 3 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Hoyer, Ry Qork 2 Maker Nov 5 at 12.30 Off 
C) 


Jouzs, Curent Cuanies, Senghenydd, Glam, Baker 
mag hy 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

cums ine ydd, Glam, Greengrocer Nov 6 at 

‘= st, Merthyr Tydfil 

om ILLIAM, eel mr wey Ad ¢ Nov 3 


w, Cheste: 
an, a orsham, Tailor Nov 6 Bat 2 King’ s Head, 


Kansaaw, Hexry, Moss, nr Doncaster, Licensed Victualler 
‘Nov 3 at2.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
a, Eouunp Wii114m, and Fraeprericxe Jonn Hanxp- 
Westminster, mg 


rorp, James st, Engineers Nov 
8ati12 Bankruptcy ay Sites, Coney 
, Feeperick, Merton, surrey “Coachbuilder Nov 
ion Bridge 


6 at 11.30 A, Railway app, 


A. a Nov 5 at 12 
te if Leeds Nov 4at 11 
ugh Scarborough Nov 3 at 11 
J Rhyl, a ~7 Bangor 
Owex, Josern, y 
Nov 6 at 3.30 Royal Hotel, Rhyl 


ints, Car Proprietor 

Parsons, Anraur Avery, Abingdon, Berks, Grocer Ox- 
ford Nov 4at 12 , Oxford 

Proce, Joun, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Nov 11 at 
10 Off Ree, 5, Paley cury, Cambridge 

Pows.L. Hows.1, bi , Builder Nov 3at12 66, 


= pe 


Rec, 17, Hertford st, 


Mout Assert, Hunslet, 
y= hs Fe 


a... Tee. Scarboro 
Off Ree, 74, ‘Newborou 


— CHARLES ya ty Finsb 

ov4atil Bankruptcy 

Suarre, Grorcse Ryseeuen, Guseny lane 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca — 

Surrn, Cuarves Atrrep, Bournemouth, Cabinet Maker 


ne erm Solicitor 
Nov 4 at 12 





Nov 3 at 12.30 Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn 

Surrn, James Morais, Chester Nov 3at3 Crypt chmbrs, 

row, Chester 

Suyru, Freperice aig Hornsey, Clerk Nov 5at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Srancer, Jony, el, Cumberland, Lime Burner 
9at3 Court house, Cockermouth 

Sricutive, Atrrep Cuar.ies, Whitechapel rd, Tobacconist 
Nov 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Aww, Endsleigh st, Tavistock sq Nov 5 at 12 
Bankruptcy — st 

eee, Grorcr Henny, Bradford, Plumber Nov 5 at 
1 ff Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Tow &.., Arraur Ricamoyp, Gt Yarmouth Nov 7 at 12 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Tuanes, Tuomas PonTEeFrRacr, Seepend, Farmer Nov 
4at 10.15 Off Rec, Repeat os, Eeeneh 54 

Wein, Jouy, Welshpool, Coal Merchant ov 3 at 1 Off 

, Llanidloes 

Witi1aMs, Joasx Luioyp, Bethesda, Carnarvons, Grocer’s 

_— Nov 4 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
ester 

Witwovessy, Grorce Overtox, Bishop Norton, Lincs, 
Farmer Nov 17 at 12 oe: Ree, 31, — st, Lincoln 

Woopatt, Groner, Woodvill Joiner Nov 4 at 
11.30’ Midland ‘Hotel. Station st, Burton on 

Yeapor, Joun Fraxcis, Yeadon, Yorks, Outfitter Nov 4 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avames, Henry, Cornerius, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 22 


Nov 


Oct 23 
Race es Birmingham Birmingham Pet Sept 23 
Baxter, yy 1 Eatowing, CS China Merchant Northamp- 
ton Pet Oct 
1 Auexaxpmn, Bath, ‘Dentist Bath Pet Oct 22 


ict 22 

Brysoyx, Grorez, Woolston, Hants ‘Winchester Pet 

F a a cad Fi Fr W: Stanningley, Yorks. 

IRTH, JOSEPH, an RTH, WILLIAM, ley, Yorks, 

Topmakers radford Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Gasser, Manx WIiispox, , Glos, Baker , Ta 
ter Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Gairritus, Joux, Ferndale,Glam Pontypridd Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 


Garmsnaw, Jouy, Hyde, See] Bleacher Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2 

Grooms, Fseperick, Kettering, Boot Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Gonses, om Northwibh Nantwich Pet Oct 17 

ea 5 Joun, York, Bootmaker York Pet Oct 22 Ord 

t 22 

Joys, Bensamin Ricnanrp, Liangollen, Baker Wrexham 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

McKay, Jous, Darlington, Labourer Stockton on Tees 

M ae = Lome Itching Cc Wi k 

ILLs, OwEx, m, ter arwick Pet 

Oct 20 Ord Out 24 a 

Moor, James Marrtayp ney oa 
Coventry Pet Oct 21 


Moornovuss, Eowarp, Warwick, + Warwick Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 24 


Birmingham, Clerk 








Atien, Cuartes, Chichester Brighton Pet Oct 20 Ord | 





Pet Oct 20 “Ord Oct 20 Y 
EF ith os va » lm Grocer Truro Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 24 : 


Paauserton, Caartes, Manchester Manchester Pet @ 

22 Ord Oct 22 7 
Shipbro 
23 


Miapsem, Waren, Areley Kings, Worcs, Licensed V 
Kidderminster 


Pirere, Rosert Rei, Bla 
Tyne 


don on Tyne 
New on rd Oct 


23 0 


Poxp, Revsex, Portsea Portsmouth Pet Oct 22 G; 
Oct 22 


Reppie, James Hersvan, Liverpool, Outfitter Livery 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Ricuarps, Daviv, Hafod, ur panes Collier Pon 
pridd Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Rippie, Geores, Blackheath, Kent Greenwich Pet Og 
22 Ord Oct 22 


Rosrwson, a, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer Wi 
field Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Sueaninc, Mornis, Verwood, Dorsets, Baker Poole 
Sept 30 Ord Oct 22 

Tuomas, Anx, Endsleigh st, Tavistock h Co 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 22 p Bs. 

Tuomas, Witttam, Gelligroes, Mon, Farmer Newporh 
Mon Pet Oct24 Ord Oct 24 

Tuaompsox, Georce Henry, ete, York, Plumb 
Bradford Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 

Titiee, Sauvet Yarouey, Kilburn, , we High 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


West, Rosert, Brampton, oo. Blacksmith Gt Yi 
mouth Pet Oct23 Ord Oct 
Warraiper, Jouw Tuomas, oe Printer Wrexk 
et Oct 2 Oct 21 


Witurams, Davip Jony, Brecon Newtown Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 22 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 8 : 
Wureut, Watrer Ciement, Wandsworth, Builder Wan 
worth Pet Dec23 Ord Feb 27 





All letters intended for publication in 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authentica 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which @ 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Po 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapp 
268. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JouRN. 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. VWolwmes be 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law c 
5s 6d. 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


356, CORNHILI LONDON, B-C.- 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 





FREDERICK CHALMERS. Bag. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
| WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 


Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 


Reserve Fund, £460,00 : 


ARCHIBALD CAMERON NORMAN, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Mesars. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 


Bankers: 





BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


Mone 
Longer 


received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and f 
eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 














